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Abstract,-

Four students were observed systematically for two entire school

| -days eath at -three different times within_the‘referna1-toebfacement‘r
process. Qata,wene recorded on 53 varfables Within Six Categdries'in"
'iO-second intervals to examine changes 1n-the nature of “instruction
and academic respond1ng t1me as -a function of going through the -
referral-to- placement process. Few cons1stent trends‘were observed:':
and extreme var1ab111ty among students was found : In 'seme cases,
changes observed one month - after the IEP was wr1tten were no 1onger}

' ev1dent two months after - the IEP was written, L1m1tat10ns and

1mp11cat1ons of the study are d1scussed
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vaserved7Changes in Instruction and Student Responding As a .

Funttion of Referral and Special,Educatfon'PlaCement;

RN

Current pract1ces of referra] and p]acement in speC1a1 educat1on .

are based upon "the premise that certa1n students have 1nstruct1ona1f

needs that can be met better through spec1a1 programming than through
.standard educat1ona1 practlces._ Typ1ca11y,' once a student 'is
referred, there is an extremely high prd:ab;11ty that the student w111

. be tested and placed (A]gozz1ne, Christenson, & Ysse]dyke, in press)

: It 1s thought that students who are referred, assessed and dec]ared :

e11g1b1e for spec1a1 treatment will exper1ence some- s1gn1f1cant change

in the1r 1nstruct1ona1 programs.

Descr1b1ng how students spend. their time in classrooms is a .

necessary element in understanding factors that affect academic

success orvfai1uré, one which should have important imp]ications for
'assessment, decision making, and intervention.- with students,
especially those students who . reportedly d1sp1ay educat1ona1

difficu]ties; Leonard (1981) suggested that time is a cr1t1ca1 1ssue

to consider in prov1d1ng an appropr1ate education to all students as

required by Public Law 94-142, and Bloom (1980) argued that time is anu

walterable . variable" available - to all students. Previous

observational research has demonstrated that the instructiona] ecology

,of a classroom differs for each student (Ber11ner, 1980; Good &
Brophy, 1974) and that one var1ab1e of 1mportance to academic

achievement 1s amount of t1me spent by a student in act1ve academ1c

responding (Borg, 1980; Hall, Delquadri, Greenwood, &-Thurston, 1982;
l‘Sta111ngs, 1980). |

How the referra] to p]acement process affects instructiona] '

aQ
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ecology and activexresponding time\tor~inddvidua1 students’has~not ’
been addressed in prev1ous work | In an initial attenpt to address
th1s quest1on, the‘ M1nnesota Institute ~for Research dnv Learning
Disabilities (IRLD) followed four elementary school children from the N
time of their referral through IEP writing to~two_monthsvfo1ioWing .
placenent.‘ Data were co]]ected‘atithree different_times during‘the _
referral-to-placement process: (a) following referral but prior to
'v‘the.child'stndy meeting, (b) one month foT]owind the‘IEP‘meeting, and
(c) two'months'following.the 1EP meeting. 'Other IRLD studies have’
focused on observations :of instructional ecdlogy- and ‘student ]
responding for large groups of regular educat1on .and 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
‘ students w1th }the. goa] of describing group s1m11ar1t1es and
;differences‘(cf. Graden, Thuriow, & Ysseldyke, 1982;cGraden, Thur1ow3'
Ysseldyke, &‘A]gozzine, 1982; Greener, Thurlow, Graden, & Ysse]dyke;
1982; Thur]ow, Graden, Greener, & Ysse]dyke 1982; Thur]ow, Ysseldyke,
& Graden, 1982 Thur]ow, Ysse]dyke, Graden, Greener, & Meck]enburg,
1982). The current.study was an effort_to ascerta1n the extent to
which any changes in instruction or responding occurred for stndents
l involved in the referralvproceSS.v The fo]1owing questions guided this
researchdeffort: A | | | |

1. To what extent are there changes 1nAt1me allocated to

various activities as a function of students going:
“through the referral-to-placement process?
2. To what extent are there changes in time a]]oC@ted to

various tasks as a function of students going hrough'
the referral-to- p]acement process?

3. To what extent are there changes in time a]]ocated to
- various teaching structures as a function of students
going ‘through the referral-to-placement process?




.'4;VATo what extent are there changes in time allocated to. -
-~ . various ‘teacher locations within the classroom as a

. ‘function of students going through the referra] to-
',p1acement process? _ ]

"5.. To what extent. are there changes in time a]]ocated to.
various teacher activities as a function of -students
going through- the referral- to p]acement process?

6. To what extent are there changes in student time engagedr
- in- various responses as a function of students go1ng
through the referra] to- p]acement process?

7. To what extent are there changes in time a]]ocated to
 academic versus non-academic activities as a function of
- students going through the referral-to- p]acement
process?

- 8. To what extent are there changes in student t1me engaged_
' in academic responding, task management, and - : ;
inappropriate behaviors as a function of students go1ng
~ through the .referral-to-placement process?

9. what is the ‘extent of variabi]ity among individuals in
the changes observed as a function of students going -
through the referral-to- p]acement process?

" The above quest1ons focus on a]]ocated -and engaged t1mes as opposed to

scheduled times. A]]ocated t1mes were measured by direct observat1ons;

of how much time actually was spent in various class activities,
tasks;pstructures, teacher locations, and teacher activities. _Engaged

times -were assessed by direct “observation of time spent by each

student making different kinds of responses._,'Engaged times -thatﬁ%“ﬁmwb; WQ'}

- involved active, observable Tlearning responses are"referred to as

active 'academic_ responding times. It has been ‘denonstrated that

_engaged time‘is. a stronger correlate of_achievement than allocated’

time (Borg, 1980); further it has.been argued that a stUdentlmust

actua]]y be engaged in pract1ce (act1ve academ1c respond1ng) to 1earn'f

(cf. Hall et al., 1982).




Subjects - : | T A

. . : . [
Four students from four classrooms in three elementary schools in

a suburban schoo] district served-as‘Subjects; "The students had been

~'referred by their teachers to the1r schoo]s‘ child study teams for

~ consideration for spec1a1 education. eva]uat1ons._ . Three of the

students were males and one was fema]e, they were in grades 1 (N= 1),
(N= 1), and 3 (N= 2) All of the. referr1ng teachers were fema]e.

A1l teachers and students - were vo]unteer part1c1bants in the

A‘observat]onal study. At the beg1nn1ng of the schoo] year, pr1nc1pa1S‘

in 10 schools were informed of the study and asked to not1fy Institute
researchers when a referral,was'Smeitted by a teacher who was willing .
to have observers in his or her class. It was planned that at least

one student would be observed in each school. However, Institute

- researchers were notified'of onﬂy eight cases in six schod]s.L'Cpnsent-'

forms were obtained from the tehcher and for all students.within these

- classes before observations were initiated. Observations were started

in the eight classes; however, complete data were.obtained,for only
four students.' Data on the other four students were incdmplete either;
because (a) the prfncipaTAand'teacher decided they'did not wish the
student to.continue in.the study (N=1),‘or'(b) the school year ended
before final obseryations could be cdmpleted within the predetermined a

schedule (Né3)'

| 0bservat1on System

The CISSAR (Code for Instruct1ona1 Structure and Student Academic

Response)‘observat1on system was used in thjs study. The version of

N 11

B
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~ the system employed / was. developed by the Juniber Gardens Chi]drents o

\

Project in‘Kansas City, Kansas (Greenwood' De1quadri, & Ha“ -1978).

-The system focused the observat1on on “the behav1or of - one target

student (rather than samp11ng behaviors of several students) and ,’:

a]]owed observers to record six event areas.~ (a) activity (}2 codes),
~(b) ‘task (8 codes), (c) ‘teaching structure (3- codes), (d)" teacher
,1ocat1on (6 codes), (e) teaoher act1v1ty (5 codes), and (f) student
response (19 codes). SeVenteen»stop_codes also were-used to recOrd
redsons for termination of observation. “Table 1 is a summary'of the
def1n1t1ons of the event areas and the spec1f1c events recorded w1th1n

each area. ~ Detailed def1n1t1ons and examples are presented in

43_-

N

Appendix A. Exc]uding the stop codes, a total of 53 different events

could be recorded uith the CISSAR system,

~ An interval time sampling technique was used to direct the
- recording of events. Three event areas were recorded every 10 seconds

over the entire school day while the student was in the classroom.

Coding was ‘structured into blocks of seven 10-second;&;nterfals.
During the first 10-second interval, activity, -task,. a teaching

structure were recorded. During each of the next six 10-second

intervals, teacher‘1ocation,_teacher activity, and student -resgonse.

were  reco . This - pattern was ~maintained throughout the

observation. ' ‘ ‘ ‘ T
An auditory electronic timer attached to a clipboard was used ::ibé%dj).~ -

iz
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"signal the 10- second interva]s. -~ The timer was ‘equipped with an

earp]ug so that only the observer could hear the s1gna1 (a short beep
sound). The c11pboard was used to hold cod1ng sheets and to prov1de a
hard surface for marking'events.

The coding sheets, modeled after. . those used ‘by, the - Juniper

N Gardens Chj]dren's Project (Stan]ey & Greenwood,,iQBO),-were'designed
at Minnesota‘s Institute so that they could be read automatica]]yAby
:‘an'optical scanner (see Appendix.B)'- To be read correCtly b& the,

'scanner, the circles on the coding sheet had to be very dark and

'v comp]ete]y f111ed ' In add1t1on to spaces. for cod1ng student'

identification and start and stop times, each sheet contained three
b]ocks represent1ng 70 seconds each. Each completed sheet represented

3.5 minutes of observation time. ff

Observers

E]even 1nd1v1duals served as observers.- Eight of. the observers
were respons1b1e for: the majority of the observations. The other,
three'~observers were Subst1tutes who _filled in when the other |

observers' schedules were ful] and in cases of sickness, make-up

- observations, and so on. These substitute observers were Institute

~ staff members who conducted observer training sessions and monitored

the regular observers. The regular observers'were.all females who had
been selected from a pool of 50 female app]icantsfwho had_responded to
an ad in a local neWSpaoer. A‘prerequisite for consideration was that
the applicant,not have a background in‘education; the goaldwas to

minimize biases “that might-.be brought to the classroom setting.

Additional selection criteria included average or above average




7
reading ability and performance on selected parts of a:génera] office
éki]]s fest. A personal interview with one of two Iﬁstituté staff
members comprised'the final sfep of selection. | |

0f the eight selected observers, three_héd attended college for
. at 1ea§tione year, and 6né-had a BA. Two others had completed a
- business or vocational school program. Prevfous emp]oyméntr'varied
greaf]y, inc?dégng sa]és, c]erica1, foster parent, own business, and
. social worker. All bﬁt, one' observer had',ai child 6r chi1dren‘ in
| e]emgntéfy gr secondaryéichooi.  Observers did not wdrk‘in sﬁhoo]s in
~ which their children were enrolied. o -
Procedures |

Observer training. Training of obserVeré in’ the observation

-system was accomplished through the use of an Observer and Trainer3s
“Manual (Stanley & Gfeenwood, 1980). The manual'pfesenfedveight units
that, according to the authors, were sequénced in- terms of the
complexity of the recording skf]]s covered. . Training requifed :
observers to read materials énd theﬁvpractice coding smai] numbers of
‘evehts through the use of a 'variefy of other® media,v inc]udfng

flashcards, overheads, and videotapes. Exercisés and quizzes were

presented throughout the manual. Mastery (100%' correct) of  the  'ﬁ

material in each unit was reduired before continuing in the training
to the neXtVUnit. | |
Trajning» in the system was«‘cbnducfed_ by vfour._Iﬁstitute staff
mémbers. Two weeks.of pa]f—day tkaining;séséiohé Wére réquired to
cover the.métefia] pfésénted fn the maﬁua1. .ThiS‘Qas fo116wed by*tﬁo

" to three days of practice coding_withih actual c]assrooms.v




Data collection. The tﬁained educational observers coded

activities on either a whole-day (oheﬂobserver all day}uorlhalf-dgy
- (one observer for morning, another for afternoon) basis. Typically,
observers did not.code continuously for a period of more than 1 - 2

hours because of breaks within the school day. Observations were not

condusteq;during breaks, such as-]unch;treéess;'or bathroom. lA]so,_

H

observers
assembly programs since the observation system did not apply.to these

situations. Observers did follow tafget_students when they left their

homerooms to go to- other classrooms for certain subjects (typically

_reading and/or mathematics), or when they went ‘to the LD teacher for

specié] instruction. Coding was conducted . in these other qiaésrboms
in the same manner as ‘ih hpmerooﬁs, Regardless _of thé bhysica]
setting, observers attémpted to.pbsition“themsélves to be unobtrusiVe
and to avoid revealing the idenfity of»farget studénts to the ‘target
students thém%e]ves or to other stUdents\ |

.Use of the optical scahher coding sheets .typically"reqﬁfreh
observers to mark only s]aéhes_ in the appropriate circles while
observing because the iO-second interval did not provide enough time

for circles to be darkened sufficient1y to be read accurately by the

E : o
optical scanner. As a result,_observersvdarkened‘the slashed circles’

after the actﬁal observation was completed, either “during break
periods, in the evenings, or on the weekends. This proCedure tended

’

to reduce errors in the coding of data.

Fbequently, the coded observational data‘were,supp]emented-with-:

an anecdotal recording. Generally, anecdotal recordings'ﬁere used to-

did not code during physical education, music,. or spe@ia];

£ -




provide a description of‘the classroom setting'and anything .unusual
that may have occurred dur1ng observat1ons. | ~ The obse) versxrwere
'prov1ded w1th guidelines for anecdotal record1ngs (see App ndix C) to
he]p them determine whén they were needed and,what they_shou]d cover.

Each target student .was obseruedrvfor six full days by the
observers. The'tirst two days of data_were collected before|the child
study téam met to consider the referral. The next two'day. of data
were collected approx1mate1y one month after an IEP had bee wr1tten
for the student. ‘The 1ast two days of data were --ollected
approximately two moriths after the IEP had been spec1f1ea. " The
decision toqco]]ect two days of data at.each potnt_in the assessment
process was based on stabt]ity analyses presented.'by Grdenwood,
Delquadri, Stan]ey, Terry, and Hall (1981), in which they found one
day of observation predicting 62% and 92% of the variance for adtivdty
and student response, respectively. Because - of variabi1ity %ﬁ the
time taken to wr1te IEPs for the ‘observed students, the period W1th1n
which the 'six observat1ons were made varied from three months to
nearly s1xvmonths.

It was 1mposs1b1e to keep observers blind as to the type of
students be1ng observed. S1m11ar1y, teachers were aware of the
E identityvof the students being observed since they were being'observed
as a result of the referral. 0bservers were instructed to note any
behaviors that m1ght indicate that the teacher's act1v1t1es were be1ng' '
' a]tered as a result of the observer S presence. No such changes were
detected for the subJects 1n the present study. -

Re11ab111tt Re]1ab111ty checks were conducted to detect any

4
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inconsistencies in coding among observers or between an observer and.
the ‘established' code definitions.  The reliability .checks were
~conducted by another observer (designated the “reliability ohserver")
who . joined the observer in- the c]assroom and coded events on the
| target student for approx1mate1y 14 minutes (4 pages of observation) '
During this study, 16 reliability checks were conducted. |
) Two types of reliabiiity were checked- (a) behaV1ora1;'and (b)
sequential BehaVioral reliability was a measure of obServer
agreement on-a specific event being observed; behaVioral reliabiiitiesf'
were ca]cu]ated for (a) teacher position, . (b) teacher actiVity, and
. (c) student response. The second type of reliabiiity, sequentia]
reiiability, was a measure of observer agreement on 'a sequence of
| items; this. measure was designed to -document' that observers ‘were
-coding in the sequence required hy the observation system. According
to the CISSAR training manual, the’desired 1eve1s'of re]iabiiity were
90% for behaVioral reliability and 85% for sequential reliability.
Table 2 is a summary of the reliabilities obtained.
L '4Insert Table 2 about here a
To maintain adequate levels of re]iabi]ity throughout the study,
meetings were .'held to vdiSCUSS‘. coding problems, reliability
disagreéments, and so_on. These were held on a weekly basisvfor the
first two weeks of the:study, and then on a biweekly basis after that.

At the meetings, definitions were-reviewed,and any disagreements- were

resolved.
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Achievement .testing. The Peabody Individual- Achievement Test

(PIAT; Dunn & Markwardt, 1970) was administered by_LD personne1 within
the school system to threé‘of the studenfs shortiy.after they were
referred;' Additiona]]y, end-bf-the~year PIAT scofeé'were'obtained'by

school personnel for fwo_of these students, .i |

Average"ObserVed Times for LD and Non-LD Students

°In.‘previous ;wdrk (Thuf]dw, Graden et a1., '1982), obsérvations
were conducted on 17 LD and 17 nOn-Lb'sfudents.matched for sex and
class. Tﬁe mean times obtainedfiﬁ that study are presented_here as a
grodp-baéed‘framework within which to consider'the'data_Collected on
the four feferréd étudents.. J

No significant 'différences - were found between LD and noﬁ;LDf~
students in time allocated to varipus “activities.  The activity
ailocated the_]argest portion of é'school day_was.feqding (63.2_min),
' followed by math (43.27min),'and language (27.9 mih)..‘SQCial studies :
(17.7 min), science (11.3 min), spelling (10.4 min), and arts/crafts' ’
(10.6 min) were the pn]y other activitigs to 0ccdr for more than 10 .
minufes_per day on the average. | ‘ |

The only significant difference betweeh grbdpsvjn time allocated
to tasks was- for other mgdia (e.g;,- films, teaching 'games).h LD
sfudenfs received more instruction using other_media'(46.0 min) than
_non;LD students-(31;5 min); For both groups, time;ai]dcated to other

media WAs vsecond only to time a]]pcated to -readér% (67.1' min);'

~Workbooks (38:8 min), workshéets (28.6 min), . and ﬁaéer and péncil"

_:taskS»Kzz,l min) each occupied students. for more -than 20}minutes-per

day.




0.2 min).

Although both groups spent the. majorlty of the1r day 1n ent1re

- group structures, LD students were a]]ocated s1gn1f1cant1y more time

, for individual structures (34 4 min) than non-LD students (3 0 m1n),

wh11e non-LD studentsf\Were a]]ocated s1gn1f1cant1y more t1me for

entire group structures (166.4 min) than LD students (134.8 min).

LD students were ellocated more time with tne teacher beside them-

(19.8 min) than were non-LD students -(2.6 min). Time allocated to

other teacher locations did not differ for the two'groups. Most time

was spentbamong students'(74.0 min), followed by in front of the class

(43.0 min), and at the-teecher's_desk (37.8'mfn).

The majority of the student's.day consisted of -the teacher making

no response to the target student (109.2 m{n), About one huur_per.day,'v

involved- the teachef making teaching responses to tne'target student4

‘a

(61.9 min). The only statistical difference between groups was in the

‘amount- of epproval received from the teaeher.(LD = 0.6 min;-nbn-LD =

Student requnses showed_ the greatest nuhber of significant

differences.between groups. }Writing (LD = 22.4‘min; non-LD = 30.1

aloud (LD = 3.7 min; nen-LD = 0.7 min), talking academics (LD = 5.6

min; non-LD =52.0 min), answering academic questions (LD = 2.1 min; o

non-LD = 0.7 min), and asking acedemic Questions (LD = 1.1 min; ndanD »

= 0.4 min) -all showed statistically significant~differenees between

the two groups. With the ‘exception of writing, these were all -low

rate behaviors, and the magnitude of the actual time:differencessﬁs

small. Both groups spent the greatest amount of time making passive

‘_min), p]aying academic games (LD = 3.4 min; non-LD = 1.0 min), reading




1
responses such as waiting and listening (75.2 ’min), followed" by'
writing.(26.2 min), 1ooktng around.(15.3 min),iand reading,silently .
(10.6 min). 'All other student'behaviors1occurred 1ess‘than310-minutes
per day on the average for both gfbups. | _ | o

"The data presented by Thur]ow, Graden et a] (1982).provide a

standard aga1nst which to compare the data from the four observed"

students - One hypothes1s that may be proposed is that the t1mes o

observed for students at the time of their referral to the child study

L]

'team wou]d be s1m11ar to those of the non-LD students, and then wou]d_

"become similar to those of the LD students after theyibeganvrece1v1ng .

: special education services.
Resu]ts )

Although the goa] was to obta1n data on 10 referred students,
problems in obtaﬂn1ng_sub3ects and qomp]et1ng all observat1ons reduced
the number of subjects with usable data to four. 'Therefore, findings .
are presented in a case-study format; This approaeh is advantageous
in thatwit allows a'focus,on.individual differences. 'High1ights of
findings across cases also are provided.
tase 1 ; v. , . |

The‘first:student observed was‘a third'grade female, Jane (not

~ her real name), who was deSCribed by observers as p1easant 1ooking and

somewhat shy}' Jane cons1stent1y was seated in the back of the }"

classroom and occas1ona11y taunted by the boys s1tt1ng around her.

According to anecdota1 reports, she was "w1gg]y“ but attent1ve. She - o

appeared to,work at ass1gned tasks," but with little accucacy. Thet

. 1n1tia1 reason for her referral was parental concern about her lack of =
.
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achievement in readjng. " The observational data for Jane:are;presentedﬂ

in Tables 3-8.

Lkl kit T T P - - -

_Insert Tables 3-8 about here

- . . - - - - - -

Time 1. Dur1ng the two days of observat1on fo]]ow1ng referraT'

'-‘but prior to action by the ch11d study. team, Jane's c]assroom
-enVironment was different in many respects from that-of average LD and
. non-LD students. For Jane, the greatest port1on of the schoo] day

(see Table 3) was allocated to- 1nstruct1on in mathemat1cs (56 m1n),}v'“
.followed by language (33 min).: " No t1me was »allocated to e1ther

read1ng or soc1a1 stud1es during the two days of. observatlon. ‘The

average t1me a]located to reading for LD and non- LD students was over f

one hour, and an average of 18 menutes was a]]ocated to soc1a1

studies. Of the time Jane was observed, about 78% was allocated td

~academic -activities and.22% to non-academic activities; this isin

' cdntrast to the 85%/15%-observed for both‘LD andvnon-LD:students.

Jane spent most of her time work1ng on worksheets (37 min),

’followed by readers. (25 m1n),,11sten1ng to 1ecture (26 m1n), and other

media (26 min). This distribution of 1nstruct1ona1 tasks (see Table
4) represents qu1te a bit more 11sten1ng to 1ecture than averages for
LD and non-LD groups (4 m1n) and much Tess time allocated to the use
of readers than for LD ‘and non- -LD groups (67 min).

The c]ass structure for Jane (see Table. 5) included 1ess t1me in’
smalt group structures'than the average.for LD and non-LD,studentsa

No time was allocated to individual teaching structures for Jane
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during;the two.days of observation. Th1s is in sharp contrast to the
ha]f hour (34 min) of 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on 'allocated for LD
.students, but is similar to the small amount (3 |n1n) al]ocated to
V1nd1v1dua] structures for non-LD students | _
.? Jane's teacher was in. front of the class most of the day (75
‘min); this was almost tw1ce the average time observed by 'Thurlow,
Graden etmal. (1982). Time al]ocatedgto other;teacher locations in
the room (see 'Table 6) was less than'_that obserued -in"previous
studies; The teacher was-beside Jane for a]mostf8 minutes;'this is .
.below the 20 minutes that the teacher was besidegan average LD'student
| but over twic?'asvmuch_time as observed for the average;non-LDnstudent
(3 min). | | |

- Jane received considerab]ylless time of the.teacher:making no
‘response to her (53 min) than the average LD or non- LD student (109
m1n) The teacher was teaching one hour per day (see Table 7), about
‘the same as the norm.” The 36 seconds of approval received by Janedmas
Similar-to the amount received by LD students’(36 sec),'an.amountf-
signiftcant]y above that received by ~non;LD 'students' (12 sec).
However, Jane also received'almost 5 minutes of disappr0va1 from her -
‘teacher over the course of:an aueragé daY, an amount much greater ‘than,
that rece1ved by e1ther the LD s dents-(lbmin) or non-LD students (48
sec) observed | by Thur]ow Graden&Zt . (1982). ' o
. In genehal ~Jane! 1S, pattern of respond1ng (see Tab]e 8) was:
"s1m11ar to the average.ji Most~-t1me was spent engaged in pass1ve_

| responses such as wa1t1ng and 1ook1ng at the teacher (53 m1n), -

. fo]]owed by 1ook1ng around (17 m1n) Janea spent}//uch less time ;-

o

e

~

22
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writing (13 min) -and reading si]ent]y (1 min).than the LD (writing =
22 min;”readjng silently = 8 min) or‘non-LD’students (writing = 30
_ min; reading silently = 3'mtn). Overa]T; Jane;engaged‘in'academicab
responses for 14. 8% of the time she wasvobservedg she was engaged in
task management responses for 59. 9% of ans time, and in inappropriate
responses for 25. 3% of this t1me.1 The task management percentage for
- Jane corresponds to.that observed for LD and.non—LD”students,.but the
academic',response' percentage is- be]oW"the norm (26%) while the |
1nappropriate response percentage is "above the norm (17%). |
Jjﬂgi_g. dne-nwnth following thevchiid'study team‘meeting at .
which an IEP was written for Jane and- she was p]acedzinﬁtere]~3 LD’
services, some dramatic changes were observed ?nlher program; Ttme
a]]ocated to reading increased from zero to 76 m1nutes per day (see
Table: 3). As a result the percentage of observed time a]]ocated to'l
academic act1v1t1es increased to 86%, a percentage s1m11ar to the norm
(85%). . _ _ , _
Severa]Ochanges'occurreduin.the4times a1located_to;various'tasks
for Jane (see Table 4). Time spent Tistening to 1ectures decreased
from 26 to 2 minutes; Writing tasks, incTuding.workbook, worksheet,

and-paper and‘pencil, each increased'by about 30 minutesiper-day.

T1mes a]]ocated to various teach1ng structures also changed (see' '

Tab]e 5). Both small group and. individual structures were used for
greater amountS'of time f01lowing‘the team_meeting;dwith individua]
instruction increasing'from_no time é//almost 92 minutes.

Teacher Tocation changed as m 1 (see Tab]e 6). The teacher

/

spent 1ess than ha]f as much t1me in"front of the class, and great]y
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i'increased/“the amount of ‘time spent anong the students in the_

classroam. The amount‘of time Jane spent witithe teacher beside her -

*1ncreased from less than 10 m1nutes to a]most S'minutes{

Teacher act1v1t1es d1rected to Jane changed also (see Tab]e 7)

. Time allocated to both no reSponseu from the teacher and teach1ng,

increased~ A notab]e drop occurred in the amount of other talk and

d1sapprova1 d1rected to Jane.

o

Desp1te the severa] changes that occurred in Jane s 1nstruct1ona1s'
env1ronment few. student responses changed apprec1ab1y fo]]ow1ng IEP
writing (seeATable 8). The amount of’t1me Jane.engaged in writing

increased by about 20 minutes and thetamount of‘time_Jane engaged in

©

passive reSponding increased' by about 35 minutes. However, Jane

1ncreased the overa]] percentage of time she engaged in academic

- responses from 15% at t1me 1 to 31% at time 2 and  decreased
“inappropriate reSponses from 25% at time 1 to 11% at time 2. The time

2 percentages are more. in 11ne with averages found for LD and non-LD

students. : P _‘ - o

Time 3 Jane continued'in Level 3 LD services throughout the

‘year. The increase in t1me a]]ocated to reading observed at time 2. ..

was ma1nta1ned two months following the wr1t1ng of the IEP (see Table

"~ 3). In add1t1on, social stud1es'1ncreased from zero m1nutes at times

1 and 2 to 12 m1nutes ‘at t1me 3 - Time a]]ocated to bus1ness
_management and arts/crafts decreased to 1 m1nute per day. Overall,
© 94% of the observed t1me ‘was a]located to academ1c act1v1t1es.

Changes observed -in time al]ocated to workbooks and 11sten1ng to
N A

lecture from time 1to time 2 were maintained (see Table 4). However, ‘

2

RN .
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worksheet and paper'and pencil tasks reverted to preéIEP times. Use

of readers increased from time 2 to time 3 byialmost 20 minutes.

Time a]]ocated to small group structures décreased at time 3 to a

level below that observed prior to_the{chi]d study team meeting (see

" Table 5). Individua] instruction time a]So‘decreased tovabQUt,one

‘ hour, st111 cons1derab1y above that observed at t1me 1. ‘?.

Two months after: the IEP was written (t1me 3), the teacher' s”

| 1ocat1on in re1at1on to Jane was 1arge1y the -same. as ‘that: observed one

month earlier (see Tab]e 6), w1th the except1on that time spent among

students decreased from 79 to 59 m1nutes a day, stin greater'than the
"t1me spent 1n this 1ocat1on prior to. IEP wr1t1ng (29 m1n) The-amoont

of time the teacher spent bes1de Jane rema1ned about the same as at

time 2.

bhanges also were noted in the teacher's activities (see Table
7). Decreased times were observed for the teacher making both no-

'_response and teaching. resoonses,A but both' remained aboye pre-IEP :

1evels.‘

Jane's respond1ng t1mes were very stab]e from time 2 to time'3
(see Table 8). Little change was observed in the percentage of -

observed time ‘that Jane engaged . in academic responses (30%); task-

management responses decreased some .(from 58% . to 55%) whf]e

1nappropr1ate responses 1ncreased some (from 11% to 14%) .

Ach1evement. Achievement data were obta1ned from Jane at time 1

and at the end of the school year-(t1me between tests = 5% mos).
These data are presented in»Table.Q. ‘Jane‘s ran_score increased'on

all ‘subtests except thesGeneral Informatton subteSt."‘In terms of

4‘_4. Y




. standard scores, -however, increases. occurred only for reading
recognition and reading comprehension.

Insert Table 9 about here

‘ | Su mmary. ‘ For 'Jane, the reférrai-to-placenent ‘process was:
‘accompanied by some changes in her academic enVironment 'Most of
these changes served to bring her typical. day c]oser .to the average
times reported by Thurlow, Graden et al. (1982) Time ailocated to-“.
: reading ~and~ sociai studies ‘increased after p1acement, and - was

. maintained at the two-month foi]ow -up observation. Use of readers and
workbooks increased while time spent 1istening to 1ectures decreased |
Individuai instruction increased across the three :E;ervations,:thel:
increase in small group instruction observed at -one month following

: IEP'Writing had disappeared at'the‘two4month observation. Decreases,.
in the amount of time the teacher directed nonacademic ta]k andf
disapproval toward Jane were noted fo]]oWing the writing of the IEP.
In 1ight of these programmatic changes, some of which were very 1arge

Ain magnitude, the. observed stability. in the actua] amounts of time
Jane -engaged in various student responses is surpriSing The student
responses that changed most were writing and paSSive responses, Wh]Gh,—nw—aﬂwﬂ
both increased at times 2 and 3. Jane s c]assroom experience appeared ‘
.to change* as a function of‘ the assessnent-IEP process, w1th3vsomei

correspOnding changes in her academie responding time.., Further,. “

changes did occur 1n the percentage of . observed time that Jane engagedrdi

n academic and_inappropriate responses., Academic responses 1ncreased..
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. at time 2 and were maintained at the higher 1eveT at time 3, whiie

v inappropriate responSes decreased at time 2 and increased on]y,.‘

, slightly at time 3 task management responses remained re1ative1y
'constant o
Case 2

The second student observed was a first grade ma]e, Greg (not his

~real name). He was described in anecdota] reports as p]easant and on . .

_task and as needing more’ teacher approva] than peers. The ciassroom

,arrangement was traditionai, w1th desks in rows at time 1 and ‘in T E

clusters at time 2. No:reason for referra] was specified,for Greg.
The observationai data for Greg are presented;in Tables 10-15.' |
Insert Tables 10-15 about here’

- - [ Py - - -

Time 1. 'Prior to the child study ¥sam meeting,'Greg's_schooi day

was'composed almost entirely of reading'(111.min), math (25 min), and

’ handWriting'(23'min), Only about 30 minutes of the obserued'day were

allocated to other activities (see Table 10). Science, language,
social studies, and spe]]ing receiVed,no al]ocated time‘on the two

days of observation. This picture differs from the 'average - times

observed for LD and non-LD students; (However,7LD:and_non-LD students

-

'Were.third and fourth graders,ﬂwhiie"Greg'was a first grader;ethis.may

‘account. for ‘some differences noted.)' Speciiicaily, Greg was aiiocated -

nearly twice as much t1me for reading as the average, but apparent]y ,

"at the expense of other actiVities that usua]]y are a]]ocated from 9

to 30 minutes of the day -0f the time Greg was observed, ‘about 83% of
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hts day was‘aTlocated‘to academic activittes and i7x't¢ non-academtc
activ1t1es; these percentages are s1m11ar to those observed for both
. LD and non-LD students. _ A ”
| The tasks that occup1ed Greg for the greatest port1on of the day
(see Tab]e 11) were worksheets (51 m1n) and other media (52 mln),
’qu1te a b1t more than the averages for GB\ or non-LD students
(worksheets = 29 m1n,_ other media = 39 |n1n). Greg's 1nstruct1on N
involved use of’a reader”20 minutes-per day, cons1derab1y.1ess than :
. the average time for LD (58 m1n) and_non- LD (76 m1n) students.
' Greg received more 1nstruct1on in a small- group structure (92
mtn) than the average (45 min). In fact, ent1re group and sma11 group
structures were a1located equal times for Greg (see Tab]e 12) About
9 minutes were a1located to individual structures, th1s amount of t1me
‘was above that a]]ocated for non-LD students (3 m1n), but. cons1derab1y
" below that for LD students (34 min). | |
. " The teacher S 1ocat1on in the c]assroom reflected.the averages'
(see Tab]e 13), except that much 1ess t1me was - a]]ocated to
1nstruct1ng from the teacher s desk (48 sec vs. 38 m1n) The 10 -
_m1nutes that the teacher was beside Greg fe11 between that observed
for ‘LD (20 m1n) and non- LD students (3 m1n) '
" The teacher s act1v1t1es a1so were s;m11ar to the average (see b
| Table 14)* _ Most t1me was spent teach1ng (79 m1n) fo1lowed, by no
| _~response to the target student (70 min). The amount of both approva1
'(2 m1n) and d1sapprova1 (2 m1n) rece1ved by Greg were above thOSe,=:'=
..observed for LD and non—LD students. o |

Greg s responses at t1me 1 (see Tab1e 15) were c1ose to the




" time.

averages for LD and non-LD students;' The dhﬂg;\ezce:;lon was for,
s11ent read1ng, wh1ch was low at 1 m1nute compared with 8 minutes for
LD students and 13. m1nutes for non-LD- students. 0vera11 Greg engaged

in academ1c responses for 23.9% of ‘the t1me he was observed a

: percentage s1m11ar to that of LD and non-LD students (26%) Task -

management responses compr1sed 58.0% of Greg's responding t1me, agaig ‘
comparab]e to the norm (56%) S1m11ar1y, the percentage of t1me Greg _
engaged in 1nappropr1ate responses (18. 1%) was . cons1stent wqth the

norm (17%)

. “Thus, desp1te cons1derab1e dev1at1ons from the norm in time

a]]ocated to var1ous c]ass act1v1t1es (due . probab]y ‘to his grade
~level), Greg S schoo] day was much: 11ke the average W1th respect to7
task, structure, teacher 1ocat1on, ;teacher'.act1v1ty, -and student
respond1ng times. g_ ,', o | |

Time 2. At one month fo]]ow1ng the p]acement of Greg 1n T1t1e 1
and speech/language serV1ces, time a]]ocated to math increased from 25
to 42 minutes per day and 1anguage and . soc1a1 stud1es went from zero
to 10 minutes (see Table 10) The amount of t1me a]]ocated to reading:
rema1ned at the same h1gh level as at time 1. |

Use of readers and other media increased consideraply from time 1
vto timee2 (see Table 11). Time allocated_to workbooks decreased‘by

over 10 minutes, -and listen to.lecture dropped from. 10 minutes to no

Class structures were re]at1ve1y stab]e from t1me 1 to t1me 2

» (see Tab]e 12) Teacher 1ocat1on in the c]assroom changed 11tt1e,,

~although the teacher did 1ncrease t1me spent among the students from -




23
199 to 123 minutes'(see Tab]e.i3) “The number of minUtes'during which -
_the teacher was making no response to Greg “increased “from 69 to 103
' m1nutes (see Tab]e 14), Teach1ng t1me increased a]so,\from 79 to 93
minutes. Approva] from the teacher decreased from 2.4 m1nutes to 54
seconds. C | | |
| | Greg s responding t1mes rema1ned re]at1ve1y constant (see Tab]e' '
15), except for the pass1ve response category, wh1ch a]most doub]ed
(from 64 to 112 minutes). A decrease was noted in the amount of t1me
dGreg engaged in _non-academjc talk. Overall, the 'percentage‘ of* .
~ observed timevthat Grég;engaged in active academic responses_decreased»(f

fromff23.9% to 14.8%;-_inappropriate responses .decreased' a]so,:'from '

18.1% to 11.7%. On the:other hand, thetpercentage of'time thgt.Greg o

engaged in task management responseSajncreased'froml5850%4to 73.4%.

In genera],:instructional changes from time. 1 to time 2 mere
| minor. VSimilarly,-changes-in,Greg‘s responding-times were few. Those.
that-;did occur"resu1ted‘ in 1ncreased task management t1me and
decreased act1ve academic respond1ng time.

Time 3. Two months’ after Greg S placement Wasilimplemented
Greg s program included less t1me in handwr1t1ng (see Table. 10), the"
add1t1on of 5 minutes of science per day,‘and the return to zero time
'(;allocated to - language. l Overall, “the percentages of . pbserved t1me o
_ a110cated to academ1c actIV1t1es (80. 2%) and non-academ1c act1v1t1es ;'
(19 8%) were near]y 1dent1ca1 to those observed at time. 2 ‘ ‘ A

T1me a]located to var1ous tasks genera]ly returned to t1me li'

41eve1s (see Tab]e 11) | Both the use of readers and other med1a (7

'decreased to- near t1me~1 1eve1s, t1me a1located to workbooks 1ncreased- o

'70
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a]most to the time 1- ]eve], as d1d time a]]ocated to fetch and put[

away mater1a]s.

' Changes in. tlmes a]]ocated to various c]ass structures (see Tab]e E

“ﬂ N 12) reflected an. 1ncrease in small group t1me. T1me a]]ocated to_

1nd1v1dua] structures fell from 10 minutes to no t1me.

The teacher spent fewer m1nutes 1n front of the c]ass (see Tab]e'

13) and at Greg's side at time 3 than at time 2 T1me spent in the -

~“back of the class 1ncreased from 3 m1nutes to 24 m1nutes. The teacher

was teach1ng fewer m1nutes per day at th1s observat1on than at e1ther'

of the others (see Tab]e 14), averag1ng ]ess than one hour per day

: Aga1n, w1th the except1on of decreases in the amount of ‘time AN
Greg engaged in pass1ve respond1ng (see Tab]e 15), and an_increase 1n.d~ﬁ
non- academ1c talk, Greg s, respond1ng times d1d not change appreciabe '
“Only.a small change occurred in the percentage of time Greg engaged 1n
1nappropr1ate responses; “this change reflected_an’increase fromJll.?% o
at time 2 to 17.3% at time 3, which was~Very_c]ose»to theﬁtime 1 -
percentage: (18.1%). -The increase Hin inapproprtate= responding ~was

, countered by a decrease in task management 'responses from -time 2

(73.4%) to time 3 (69 6%) and a slight decrease in active academ1c
respond1ng from time 2 (14 8%) to t1me 3 (13 0%)

Achievement. Achievement data were not obtatned for Greg at both

time 1 and the end of the schoo] year. Thus, changes in'achieyement

@

cou]d not be assessed

& ‘&

Summary. A]though some minor changes in c]ass structure were ..

. observed, the most pronounced characterlst1c of Greg S case~Was-the

~relatively few .observed’ changes,..even: though'fTitle‘ I servicesf'andf

.1 v : . . . N ’ ’ - ‘ ﬁ‘

e

s

e

oL .A_ga;gL“ -
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| speech/]anguage serV1ces were 1n1tiated H1s behav10r was qu1te

stab]e throughout the t1me per1od cons1dered and those changes that

- did occur usua]]y were decreases in academ1c responses and increases -

in e1ther task management or 1nappropr1ate responses. Further,imany
':lof the changes in t1mes ref]ected the fact ‘that Greg was observed for |
a greater period of time at, time 2 because of fewer breaks and/orv
» spec1a1 classes: (mus1c,_phys1ca1 educat1on) and spec1a1 assemb11esr

Some m1nor d1fferences were. noted between Greg's program and thevnorm,;
‘a f1hd1ng that m1ght be expected since Greg was in the’ first grade
while the LD and .non-LD .students were th1rd and fourth graders.
’Desp1te this, Greg S behav1or at each po1nt was qu1te cons1stent w1th

\

~ that displayed by the LD and non-LD students. o ,.,' hy

‘_%_3 N .

J1m (not his real name) was a th1rd grader who was- descr1bed by
observers as well 11ked by'peers, p]easant, and a_good worker under«_:
the right condittons. Jim's homeroom’ was - reported to be very i\{

disorganized, with' the teacher. having ’Tittle' tontro] ' The cited ’\J

reasons for his referra] were def1c1ts in math and read1ng, espec1a11y o
-reading comprehens1on. The observat1ona1 data'for Jim are presented }
~in Tables 16-21. ) o Y

Time 1. Prior to the child study'team méeting, Jim's school.day
'_4con51sted of 61 m1nutes of read1ng, 23 minutes of math and 25 m1nutes

. of spe111ng (see Table;16) Near]y 22 m1nutes per day were a]]ocated :




to bu31ness management compared to. an average of about 6 m1nutes for

LD and non-LD students (Thurlow, Graden et a]., 1982) Handwr1t1ng;

sC1ence, and social stud1es rece1ved no t1me, and 1anguage was

allocated cons1derab1y less than the average (4 min_ vs. 27 m1n)

Overall 70, 4% of the- observed day was a]]ocated to academlc_
activities (compared to 85% for the norm), wh11e 29 6% was a]]ocatedl

to non-academ1c act1V1t1es (compared to 15%. for the norm) : g .

T1me aT]ocated to various 1nstruct1ona1 tasks used w1th J1m a]so

'gd1ffered from that for. LD and -non-LD students (see Tab]e 17) More.
- t1me was a]]ocated to worksheets (43 m1n vs. 28 m1n) and 1ess to other‘

'med1a (21 min vs. 38 m1n) than average. Jam a]so used readers much_} o

| ‘1ess than students 1n preV1ous stud1es (18 min v§ 66 m1n)

 Jim received most of‘h1s 1nstruct1on in an ent1re group struCture -
V(123 m1n), fo]]owed by small group (38 m1n), w1th no t1me spent in -
1nd1V1dua1 1nstruct1on (see Tab]e 18) This pattern is S1m11ar to '

"that for non-LD students, but differs from that for LD students, who

received an average of 34 minutes per day in individual structures.

With the'exception of the small amount of time the teacher was,.

'among students (29 min vs 73 min), the teacher s 1ocat1on in the

c]assroom (see Tab]e 19) was, similar . to averages for LD and non-LD

students, ‘with most time spent in front of the c]ass (56 min),

| foHowed by at the teacher S desk (33 m1n) The t1me the teacher

spent bes1de Jim (2.2 m1n) was comparab1e to that observed for non -Lb

) students (2.6 min), but much Tess than ‘that observed for LD students

‘ (19 8 m1n)

Jlm‘s teacher d1rected non-academ1c ta]k toward h1m (see Tab]e”ys'




27

20) for more minutes of the day than average (21 min vs § m1n) She

made no response to Jim for 58 m1nutes and taught for 49 minutes per .

' day, bothtless than.average (109 minutes of no,response and 61 minutes T»fi

of teaching toward LD and non-LD students).. The teacher directed

disapproval toward Jim for over 4 minutes per day,ia>1eve1 much above N

that observed for either LD (1 2 ‘min) or non-LD students (a8 sec)

Jim's responding t1mes were s1m11ar in most respects to the

| averages for LD and non-LD students (see Tab]e 21) He read s11ent1y '

somewhat 1ess than the norm (1 min vs 10 m1n) and engaged 1n passive

responses . for about one half hour less per day than the average (51;_

min vs.75 min). -0vera11 J1m -engaged in academ1c responses for 25.8%

of the observed day, a level: comparab]e to the norm (26%). The 23 0% - -

level of 1nappropr1ate respond1ng was above that observed for other

~ students (17%), while the 51 2% level of ‘task management was be]ow

that observed for other students (60%). _- ' ,‘- . |
Time 2 2 One month fo]]ow1ng 1mp1ementat1on of an.. IEP for J1m and

"~ his p]acement in Level 3 LD - serv1ces, t1me a]]ocated to spe111ng was

reduced from 25 to 9 |n1nutes (see Tab]e 16), language: 1nstruct1on -

1ncreased from 4 to 27 m1nutes per day, and science (12 m1n) and

soc1a1 stud1es (19 min) were a]located t1me during the days he was ,-;f‘d
observed. ‘Academic act1v1t1es~made up 85.6% of the observed dayr(up.
_'from 70.4%).wh5]e~non-academic activities made up 14.4% . (down from_‘i

29.6%). These percentages are very close to thosedobserved-For'LDland‘

non-LD students. .

Changes a]so occurred n t1me a]]ocated to. various tasks (see.?

 Table 17),’ Use of readers expanded from 18 to 42 m1nutes per day and .
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AUse of other media - 1ncreased from 21 to 53 m1nutes, bring1ng tasks

used in his. 1nstruct1ona1 program closer .to the norm. o

Ind1v1dua1 1nstruct10n time was: added to J1m s day at time 2 {9 "‘

min) The time- a11ocated to other structures (see Tab]e 18) rema1ned'fﬂ
.Are1at1vely constant Teacher 1ocat1on (see Table A19) _and teacher
:act1v1t1es (see Table 20) also changed somewhat The teacher spent .
one hour more per day among the . students (29 to 86 m1n), wh1]e :
, decreas1ng ‘time spent- at the teacher s desk (56 to 34 m1n) ' The'.
. teacher spent less t1me 1n “other ta1k (21 to 4 mm) and- more t1me'A )
teach1ng (49 to 60 tn1n) and mak1ng no-. response (58 to 100 |n1n) ‘
: D1sapprova1 time dropped great]y (4.4 to ‘0.9 min). .

o Jim! s respond1ng t1mes were bas1ca11y stab]e from time 1 to t1me;
2, The on]y category that changed more than 10 m1nutes per day,
- passive: respond1ng, 1ncreased from 51 to 78 m1nutes. The~percentages
. of time dn which Jim engaged ln academ1c (22 4%), task lnanagement
(59.3%), and 1nappropr1ate responses (18 3%) a]so were re1at1ve1y ‘
unchanged. |

. Time-3 Two months fo110w1ng implementation of Jim's IEP -and h1s

Leve] 3 LD p1acement t1mes a11ocated to var1ous act1V1t1es had
reverted to pre-1EP levels for a11 categor1es except math, wh1ch was
. a1located 16 m1nutes more per day (see Tab]e 16) and business
management wh1ch decreased from 21 to 7 minutes. 0vera11 percentages
rema1ned unchanged a1so, with academ1c act1v1t1es a11ocated 86 3% of
.the observed day and non-academ1c act1v1t1es a11ocated 15 9%

Use of readers went back down to the pre- IEP 1eve1 (see Tab]e 17)

':and use of other med1a decreased from 53 to 36 m1nutes. -Worksheet; o

F)

v




‘use, wh1ch was stab]e across the f1rst two observat1ons, decreased;:.
~ from 43 to 24 minutes da11y, wh11e workbooks were used more (20 to 44
".m1n). | |
. Chanoes occurred in time alTocated'to varjous teaching structures ~1
'(see Table 18). InstruCtion within the”entire Qroup decreased (156.to o
- 106 m1n) and J1m rece1ved more time in~an 1nd1v1dua1 structure (8 toi
-_29 min). . o |
: The teacher spent cons1derab1y less t1me in front of the class at
_t1me 3 (see Tab]e 19) Time spent among students,decreasedvfrom time -
2.(86.min) to time 3 (67 min), but was still much;greater'than_the'-”
‘ pre- -IEP level (30 min) Time spent beside Jim increased eVen further,’

from 5 minutes at time 2 to 10 m1nutes at time 3.

Teacher act1v1t1es were . stab]e except that t1me spent teach1ng_ f .

decreased to a 1eve1 below that of time 1 (see Tab]e 20) Approva1~'
from the teacher 1ncreased somewhat, but was st111 less than 1 m1nute

per day. Further, d1sapprova1 1ncreased from time 2 (54 sec) to t1me'~f"
3 (1. 5'm1n), but was. st111 Tess than half the d1sapprova1 observed at -

_t1me 1 (4.4 m1n)

Changes in Jim's respond1ng t1mes genera]]y reflected a return to..'
pre- IEP levels (see Tab]e 21). Although decreases were observed 1n:’:
most act1ve academ1c respond1ng t1mes, s11ent read1ng, academ1c ta]k

.and ask1ng academ1c quest1ons d1d increase somewhat S1m11ar1y, wh11tmf*

most 1nappropr1ate responses 1ncreased, non academ1c ta]k and Took1ng"
around decreased | The 1argest change that occurred in J1m's,'
respond1ng times was in. pass1ve respond1ng,‘wh1ch dropped 0vera11,‘
at_time‘3, 25.0% of J1m,s'responses Were'academtc,.so,?%vwere_task.

— - . S




manaqement, and 24 8% were 1nappr,pr1ate. These'pertentages are 'ery‘,.
~ close to those observed at time 1 | _ |
Ach1evement._ Ach1evement ataiWere.obtatned frrm Jtm at tdme ‘1
and at the endsof the schoo] ye:r (tim between tests = 5~mos): TheSe
data are - presented 1n Tab]e 2. Jj'{s raw.soorf iocreased on- alT:
~'subtests.o These 1ncreases were ref]ecth in. 1ncreased standard scores. -
for all except the Genera] Informat1on_subtest._

- - - - - - - . - - - ’

Insert Table 22‘about here =

Summa z. For J1m'the.referraT-to p]aoement'protjss Seems"to.hare:

ogram. However,f -
v most of these changes were absent two imonths fo]]ow1n 1mp1ementatﬁon '

" of the IEP; his respond1ng t1mes as.coded by CISSA were bas1ca11y'

(] .

resu]ted in severa] short-term chang s(1n the -daily p

unaffected by-the program changev._ He~began and ‘remajined w1thin-a few
mtnutes of averagevfor a]most~a11 categories-of student respond@ngL -
Further, the percentage ‘of jnme' he engaged in' ac demic responses

'decreased at time 2 and "did not qu1te return to the |

months after the IEP had been wr1tten However, acrosé the three sets

of observat1ons, t1me spent read1ng s11ent1y showed a §teady 1ncrease, .

~a change " that ‘may relate to some_rof the observed 1nereases. in
‘achievement. | ‘.'? - | -
Case 4 | V_

Bob (not h1s real” name) was a- second grade student in- a schooT
| that was structura]]y ore open th n -the others in wh1ch students were;

‘observed _ He was d scr1bed'by observers_as needgng;somewhat more
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. attent1on than other students, and as haV1ng the - social sk11ls to get

. such attent1on w1thout d1srupt1ng class. The c1ted reason ,for"'v
referra] was that Bob was Tow academ1ca11y in mathfandvreading The
_ teacher 1nd1cated that. she d1d not fee] the student could 1earn in the
read1ng curr1cu1um used by the schoo] "The observat1ona1 data for_Bob'i
~ are presented in Tabfes 23f28. | -

i ir.s
. R i T
e e e e e L L L T T T T, -. .

~ Time 1. | Prior to the child study meeting;' Bob's ~ day wasli

dom1nated by reading (113 m1n), wh1ch was. a]]ocated a]most tw1ce as

much t1me as the average for LD and non-LD students (63 m1n) (Aga1n,

s T T

i e

observed LD and non-LD’ students were th1rd and fourth graders while"
Bob~was a second grader, this d1fference in grades may account for"
"~ some noted'differences) The act1v1ty a]]ocated the next greatest -
amount of t1me (see Tab]e 23) was soc1a1 stud1es (17 min). Mathl
.occup1ed 10 m1nutes, cons1derab1y lower than the normn (42 m1n);#andg;*;_w
:1anguage, which averaged 26'minutesva day’for.LD‘and”non-LD,students,'
- was~not?aiTocated.any time during the time 1-observations; o |
_ f Instructional tasks a]so uere distribUted someuhati’dﬁfferently
than the norm tor Bob:(see'Table 24) The task used for the. greatest_'s
port1on of the day was worksheets (54 min). Th1s task occup1ed twice -
as much t1me as the average for LD and non-LD. students. - Other media
' 'fo]]owed at. a 1eve1 comparab]e to the norm.‘ Readers, workbooks; and :

'v'paper and penc11 -tasks were used 1ess often than average (readers' l22'j1."

A

min vs. 66 m1n;'workbooks: kajn.vs\27 min; paper and.penC11. _5_minf :
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vs 22 min). | |
' Bob's c1ass structure (see Table 25) 1nc1uded more sma11 group -
and - 1ess ent1re group txme than ohserVed for LD and non<LD students.
- In fact, more of the day was spent 1n a small group structure (98 m1n)
.than in an ent1re group structure (82'm1n)
The teacher s 1ocat1on 1n the c]assroom (see Table 26) was very
s1m1]ar to the norm. Most tTme was. spent among the students (99 m1n),-

fo]lowed by - 1n front of " the c1ass (39 m1n§ The teacher was beside

: Bob for 3.8 m1nutes -per. day, a 1eve] comparab]e to that fo non-LD K
students (2.5 min). | | | | .
Teacher act1v1t1es (see Tab1e 27) a1so were. sim11ar 1 prev1ous1y -
observed averages. The teacher made no’ d1rect response to Bob for 75'
'm1nutes of the day and made specqfﬂc teachwng responses for ?1;
- minutes. Both approval and d1sapprovafl From the teacher occurred" !

,relat1ve]y 1nfrequent1y.

Times for all categor1es of studemt response (see Ta 1e 28) were )

wﬂth1n 10 minutes of LD and non-LD averages, except wr1t1ng, wh1ch was
" low (12 min vs .26 m1n), and pass1ve respond1ng, which was’ a1so Tow (58
min vs 75 min). . Desp1te these two deviations in actuaﬂ twmes, the -
22.6% ‘academic responses, 61. a% task management responses, and 16.0%
'1nappropr1ate responses ‘were . qu1te_ s1m1]ar -to ‘the normat1ved '
.percentages. - | - | o

- ijg_g. One-month fo]]ow1ng 1mp]ementat1on of an IEP for Boh and

‘h1s placement in Level 3 LD serv1ces, .several -.changes in _dan]y '

lact1v1ty had occurred (see Tab1e 23) . Readiﬁg “timea’decreased‘

o drastlcally from 113 to 24 m1nutes per day, and spe111ng, which had |




%

rece1ved 13 m1nutes at} t1me 1 ' was‘ now allocated'.no time.'~ Math :

1nstruct1on 1ncreased frpm 10 to 25 m1nutes per day and 1anguage went

from zero to 18 m1nutes/ Other 1ncreased times 1nc1uded free time (0_";

to 22 m1n), bus1ness mahagement (1 to 14 m1n), and trans1t1on (3 to 17
min). ' |

S . | L _ L . L .
everal changes also- occurred in times a110cated~to various -tasks
(see Tab]e .24) Use of ‘readers and workbooks _dropped even - 1ower
.re]at1ve to norms - (readers 22 to 7 m1n, workbookS' 6 to 0 m1n);

while other med1a and paper and penC11 tasks occup1ed more t1me (other ,;'

med1a' 43 to 64 ming paper and penc11 - 5. to 16 |n1n) Use of = -

V.Lworksheets dropped be]ow other med1a as the predom1nant task

| At time 2, 1nd1V1dua1 1nstruct1on 1ncreased for Bob (see Tab]e‘;
25).\ However, about 70 m1nutes of. the day that had been spent 1nrﬂ‘
“small group structures were now spent in an ent1re group structuret
(sma]]-group 98 to 29 min; entire group*l 82 to’ 138 min). - |

Teacher 1ocat1on in the c]assroom rema1ned baS1ca11y unchanged»

(see Table 26). Teacher activities (see Tab]e~ 27). 1nc1uded more,f“-

'm1nutes of no response to Bob than before (78 to 96 min) and 1ess time.
teach1ng (71 to 37 m1n) T1me spent in other ta]k, approva], -and
_d1sapprova1 1ncreased as we]]

Bob's respond1ng t1mes were very stab]e, w1th few categor1es.

chang1ng by more than 5 m1nutes (see Tab]e 28): Wr1t1ng was down by"'“,

about 5 minutes (12 to 7 m1n), read1ng s11ent1y decreased to a]most; iﬂ

zero (6 to 0. 6 m1n), ta]k academ1c occurred less frequent]y (7 to 1

'm1n), and pass1ve respond1ng ‘increased (58 to 65 m1n) The magn1tudef””-;

:of these_changes was sma]], In terms of percentages, however,~task,-

. L o .
. a R
N . Tt i
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‘management responses increased trom 61,4%.,to_ 71.4%, while active . o ;J
academic.responding decreased From 22.6% to 8.8%. i | | o | 1
'ijg_j{ Two months after h1s p?acement in Leve] 3 LD serV1ces
and the‘.wr1t1ng of the IEP, t1me allocated to read1ng for Bob
increased'by almost one hour per.day, st111vbeloW'pre-IEP Tevels (see
" Table 23),'but'ab0ve'the.average'for LD and\non;LD students. Language,
.time reverted to zero and social studres and free t1me d1sappeared as
‘well Overa11 academ1c activities were a]]ocated' 87 6% of ‘the -
vobserVed day, a 1eve1 very c]ose to the average observed for LD and
.‘non-LD students. | ' o | S
~Use ‘of readers de¢reased even more, to’4fminutes,.and.paper and'
--peneil tashsireturned_to'near'time'l-leve1s (See'Tabie 245”‘»Use70fr i
: otherﬂmedia”remained h?ghest even though worksheets ‘regained somee
“daily time. . Dur1ng this observat1on, one hour 1ess per day was spent
‘in the.ent1re group (see Table 25) T1me a]]ocated to 1nd1v1dua1
1nstruct1on ‘increased by over 30 minutes to 43 m1nutes, an amount_
above that observed for LD students obserVed prev1ously..

Teacher 1ocat1on changed also (see Tab]e 26) T1me spent jn'
V':front and among students decreased (in front: . 25)to“8 min,‘among'vi'
students: 105 to 57 min), wh11e_t1me,spent ‘at desk and‘out of the.
room increased‘(at desk: 6 to 30‘min }out' 0 to 15 mind’ T1me spent‘,'

bes1de Bob cont1nued to 1ncrease to 9. 4 m1nutes at time 3, but was

st111 be]ow the average observed for the LD students (19 8 min).

Teacher act1V1ty rematned qu1te stable (see Tab]e 27), w1th a o

sma]l decrease in no response (96 to 85 m1n) Approva] time decreasedv

'from 1 3 m1nutes to 18 seconds' d1sapprova1 time decreased a1so (1 9
. A .




'_.»min to 54 sec)

All but two academ1c responses (academ1c games and academ1c ta]k)'
. 1ncreased from time 2 to t1me 3 Further, all -task management andv
inappropr1ate responsesvdecreased fromvt1me 2 to-tﬂme 35 MHoWever,
”Bob's responding,timesvchanged_by-1ess than 5 minutes from time 1 toi
_time 3‘injeVery category_exCept talk academic and look_tor'materials
(see Table.28) - Bob engaged‘in'active-academtc responses'for 21'0% of
- the time he was observed, up from the 8.8% at t1me 2, but st111 be]ow
. the. 22 6% at time 1. Task management responses (64. 9%) fell froml. -
71. 4% at time 2 to a level just above that: at time 1 (61 4%), and -
:'_1nappropr1ate responses at t1me 3 (14 1%) fe]] from 19 9% to a 1eve1'
below ‘that at time 1 (16.0%).’ '

Achievement. Achievement data were not obtained for Bob at both
‘time i andr at the end of . the 'school year. Thus, changes ‘Tn_'
| achievement cou]d not be assessed . j | .'f} ”>I%
' Summarx. The referral-to- p]acement process for Bob resu]ted in

vlsevéra] short-term changes in “his academic program, most of ‘nhich
}d1sappeared by the “‘time observat1ons were made two months fol]owing :

“the development of the IEP H1s resp0nses rema1ned stabIe across

t1me, W1th the smatl- changes that had appeared at t1me 2 reverting to, Y. = .
-.pre IER 1evels by time 3. Some of the stable d1fferences between

Bob's schoo] day and prev1ous norms. may be consequences of the open L

- ;“hschool format in wh1ch he was placed

' H1gh11ghts of Find1ngs Across Cases )

. Exam1nat1on of the observed times for the. four referred students

on those: varlab]es for which signif1cant d1fferences were found




3 | |
between*Lb'and-non;LDfstudents in the same school'district»revealsithe P
5; inconsistent effects of the referral to-placement process.. Figure 1
is a graphic representation of the times allocated to. individual'
- structures for the four referred students. The ;amounth of vtime,f
allocated to 1nd1v1dual structures increased dramatically'from‘timeil
. to time 2 for Jane and moderately for Jim and Bob but almost not at
» all for Greg Two students were allocated less 1nd1v1dual structure - ’:fx
time at time 3 compared to time 2, while two other Students were :f'
'?allocated more time. For three of the four students,.time allocated"
to: individual structures two months after the IEP had been written was -
'51milar ‘to that of prev1ously observed LD students, but for one.
student individual structure time was below that observed For non- LD
.students. | - |
;Insert:Figure i'about here .
Figure 2 is a display"of times - allocated toohentirei.group

structures. The,lines depicting changes-in allocateditime,were fairly -

parallel'fOr.three of the students.” In contrast, the time allocated
to entire group structures for‘Jane first decreased bdt:then inCreased

'again. Few of the p01nts 1n the figure reflected the average times-

‘observed for either LD or non- LD students.. . ' o ) ff' \*~:.

N e e L L T T

“Insert Figure 2.about here B
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Times allocated to other media tasks are presented in Figure 3.
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Aga1n, the var1ab111ty among students is present even though the.

_trends in time changes are simi]ar. There was no re]at1onsh1p among -
, the'times a1Tocated t0'other'media tasks at various‘poid%s 1n-the
. referral process and the average tlmes a110cated to other med1a tasksir'“

for LD and non- LD students.

- S - - -t - .-

Simr]ar examp]es of var1ab111ty among students and 1ncons1stent

' changes across the referrail-to- p]acement process were observed for the',

other- var1ab1es on wh1ch LD and non- LD students were found to dlffer :

N

51gn1f1cant1y.v An examp]e of the var1ab111ty and 1ncons1stency found

: for student responses 1s presented in- F1gure 4 For the act1ve.
academic response of wr1t1ng, a11 students except J1m started out ati:—
" evels lower than those observed for - both LD and non- LD students.
| On]y One student; Jane,_approached.those 1eve1s by two-hmnths after.
- . the IEP had beeﬁ Written:- Across time,ltwo students showed increases

“in the amount of t1me engaged in wr1t1ng and two. students showed

- - - - - - - - - - - -

Another var1ab1e of 1nterest 1s the t1me a]Tocated to read1ng

: A]most exc]us1ve1y,’ the reasons the ,students were referred _were
a re]ated to reading prob]ems.' Figure 5 is ‘a display of‘timgs allocated

to read1ng act1v1t1es. The extremejvariability'in a]1ocated'timesfisf-'?

LY
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noteworthy for something'as_basic as reading.

- -
- T o -y - - -

Insert Figure"STaoout-here _

. > .
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_ Figure.6 is a depiction of the amounts of time studentS'engaged‘ f

in passive respondnng as a function of the- referra] process. In all

cases, the amount: . of time increased from time 1 to time 2. and then'f L

decreased at time 3. In general, it appeared that whenever a student )

could be abserved for a greater amount of time, most of the additionaT'

time Was devoted to passive responding

. - - - - - -

- - - o - - - - V" - - - -

Discuss1on

The four students who were observed in the present study aTT

Mproceeded through the referraT to-pTacement process during the samen

" year in the same school: district AN referred students were tested ;'

and subsequently pTaced in some type of services, ,consistent with

_previous national findings that a referraT typically Teads to testing

and . pTacement (A190221ne et al. 1n-_press) Three of _the four

students received LeveT 3°LD servaces while the other was providedt

Title I and speech/language servu:es.w Yet, the time allocated to

instruction and the time engaged:.in academic responding 'For these

students rarely exhibited consistent trends This was true even for

. the two students within the same schoo] (Jane and Greg) and the two"ﬁ

students at . the same grade Tevel (Jane and Jim) - Further, tthe |

. ;
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hypotheSis that the tines‘observed_for students—at;the_time of their

referral' nould _be vsdmilar to those_'of 'non-LD“‘Students . observed

previously and then would become similar to those.of LD students as =

they'began receiving special'eduCationvservices'was not supp0rted. .

An exam1nation of the f1gures dep1ct1ng changes across the: |

‘ students reveals that despite the observed 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences, _}’

some limited genera11zat1ons-can be made.'_F1rst, in many 1nstances,'
,change that'was observed from the period,priorlto_the chttd tean,studyL
.meeting (time 1) to one month fo]loWing the writing of the IEP-(time'
-'2) often d1sappeared by the ‘time of observat1on at two months'
following. wr1t1ng of the IEP (t1me 3). Th1s trend can ‘be seen in. theu
_tr1angu1ar shape of many of the graphs. _ ' | ’ |

Second, in most cases, the lines def1n1ng change for the observedg
nstudentsq1ntersected with those def1n1ng averages for LDtand non-LD
,students. This suggests~that the>schoo1 day for these four students'
was not great]y d1fferent from _group norms. In those ‘cases 'wheref
faverages and observed times did not 1ntersect | the~-difference' was"

between averages for non~LD students and the observed students (no”‘

' '.“' response by teacher, readers, s1]ent read1ng, ent1re group structure, i

teacher " at desk), 1nd1cat1ng that this samp]e was more s1m11ar to a~ -

v group of LD students than -to non-LD students. Th1s 1s not an7'
.unexpected f1nd1ng g1ven that three of the four students rece1ved LDL~
:;placements. - | ‘-_ . |
. Third, whiie change .was"obserVed '15 severaid aspects'7of the"h
:, students' classroom exper1ence, these changes genera11y were not{ )

'ref1ected in changes in. the students' respond1ng times. A]though,thefﬂ

s .o




referral-to placement process may serve to alter some aspects of the~
da1ly rout1ne, things “seem to resettle with t1me _into patterns =
‘ remarkably sim1lar to those observed prior to 1nterventlon. Perhaps"
of greatest 1mportance is the finding that, for most students, those |

' changes that are made are not effect1ve in br1nging about persistent
: j_ changes 1n student respond1ng, includ1ng active academ1c engaged t1me.
' The study presented here is limlted by the sample s1ze and theF
absence of any assessment of qual1ty of time.. For example, no-
assessment was made of the appropr1ateness or d1ff1culty level of work
completed by ‘the student. However we can propose on the basis of our }f;

ev1dence that current pract1ce in the referral-to-placement procedure' ‘f'

does not appear to effect1vely change engaged t1me for some students,

. desp1te changes observed 1n classroom 1nstruct1onal ecology. Future )
work with larger samples should address methods of effect1ng change 1n
. engaged_t1me for both regular class and_spec1al class students. S1nce "

lt'~has 'been demonstrated that aCademic engaged” tlme is .related 'to |

achievement (Greenwood, et al., 1981 Hall et al., 1982) and’ can be

manipulated by changes made in classroom. structure. and- procedure

(Bergan & Schnaps, undated), it is. worthy 'of consideration in the
assessment ‘and 1ntervent1on planning for LD students.

F1nally, although this study is limited by the small sample s1ze,

‘the lack of any pers1stent p051t1ve increase in student academic _

,,; engaged,t1me as a funct1on.of specaal placement raisesfthe_questhn oﬁ;’
-what benefits, - ifd any, students 'accrue frOm special services-
.placement Current pract1ces, h1ch lead to nearly automat1c test1ngl

and placement when a student 1s referred may need to be re-exam1ned_,

4'7
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Vin light of these pre11minary findings which suggest that special
" services do not necessari]y lead to p051tive 1ncreases in academic‘
responding time, a variable that 1s highly re]ated to achievement - A : :
more usefu] educat1ona1 djrect1on than current referra] to~p1acement |
pract1ces wou]d be to focus oh a referral- to 1ntervention parad1gm,
 with intervent1on efforts a1med at. methods of 1ncreasing student
_academ1c responding time both in regular and _specialA educat1on o
- classrooms. Sdch‘a foeustn increasing ttme?spentAengaged.in’iearning:“ .

is 'seen as a positive direction in both research and practice, as time ’

Ca

spent 1éarninghis a variab1e~that can be altered by teachers (B]Oom;‘f |
1980), - is -a resource ava11ab1e to a11 students, relates pos1t1ve1y to
¢

ach1evement (Borg, 1980), and can be a focus of 1ntervent1on programs

(Bergan & Schnaps, in press; Muir, 1980; Nol1,_1980). o

(2
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C/YSSAR Event Areas and Spec1 f1c Events Codeda

Tab]e ]

- Fvent Area 4 o
novent Aved .

v Specific;Events.COded

o

provided/eg .ao]1>red by teacher

sk - curr1fu»um't.=k or verbal
truction modd in which student
s expected To engage

T

HE

“ment or stuceat in class -

1

. Tezcher Astivity
te target student

?Student Response - behavior in which
student is engaged

CActivity - typ of “instructicn: being
B < Arts/Crafts

- Pp - Paper and. Penc11
Fp ~ Fetch/Put Away : e

f;each1ne Struc:are - ph/S1cal arran§e~v Eg -_Entlre_gronp;

éVTeache.v--Pmnmn - locat1cn e? teacﬁer' IF - In Front of Class

- response of teacher - AR
: - A - Approva]

RS - Silent Reading"
ANQ - Answers Academic Question - ASK -

‘LM - Looking for Materials

M- Math - -8 - Spellirg H - Handwriting
Sc - Scxence 'S§s. - Social Studies

- Free Time Bm - Class Busxness/

Lt Can't Te]]

R - Readirg
L - Language

.kanagement . .n -,Jrans1t1on
b -Aubrkbooks Ws - Norksheets }», ‘

‘L1« Listen to Teacher Lecture -

Tsd J'Teacher-Student Dlscuss1on :

Rr < Readers

Om = Qther Media -

53 - Sma’l] fgr"ougg .g ‘-V,I,ndi'vidval-‘. =

A . .

IF &9 - At Desk . AS - Among Students = :
g_- Out of Room S - Side” - B -Back T .- B
NR - Mo Response I- Teaehm§ . ~__T_.f"0'th'e'r Ta]k‘ B

-b- D1sapprova1 '
W - wr1t1ng G- Play1ng ‘Academic, Game BA - Reading A]oud
JA - Talking kbout Academics ,

Asks Academic - °

AT - Passive Response "RH - Raising Hand

M - Noves_to;hew Academic Station

4uest1on

PA - Play Appropriate - DI - Disruption=> PI = Play Inappro-.

priate - IT.- Inappropr1ate Task THA -, Talking About Non- C
academics  IL - Inappropr1ate Loca]e . LA - Look Around S
0 SST - Self-St1mu1at1on A R :
. Lo -

aBasec‘ on Stunxuj & Greenwood's (1""0) CISSAR: Code for 1nstruct10nal structure and student academic - o
response: Observer's manual. 'Within the Student Response Event Area, the”AT event, which was‘HESIgnated ; .

as . “Attendlng by Stanley and Sreenvood, was renamed as "Passive Respensé® in the preSent investtgation e
| 'to avoid ‘inappropriate connotatIOns of the responSes 1nc1uded w1th1n that event. : _ I

B

N 52 . R . . s . a3 .
S . - C L. o i . . <




summary of Reliabilitfes Calculated During the Stu

o Tablez: . -

/..(_1-1 o
dy?

_ Range

- Reliability
, Behavio}a1 |
Teacher loéatiOn

o

.fedcher'Behaviorv'

Student. Response

-Seguéhtja]

Mean .

90,3

2.8
87.0
-o9.4

© 56-100
s2100
s
A;74_§9 :r' 

aA]J-ke]iabi]itiesAare'exbressed_as pekCentagesf




Table 3

T1me A]]ocated to- Act1v1t1es for Jane at Three Po1nts 1n

“the Referra] to Placement frocess

-

o Activity . - Tinel. - Tine2  Time 3

Academic’ 199 201,00 1867
759, - 676 . -
56.0 43.8

vaead1ng o . S 0.
CMath 56,
-.Spe111ng L F . |

m——

9.5 . 7.7
8.2 18,2
Language _g. o .33, "32.6 ~ °  '37.8

9
0
0
5
Handwriting o © 6.0
3 .
Science o REE: 5 R 8.8 0.0
4
0
1
5
8

3 o R

‘Social Studies 00 . 6.

Non-Academ1c N R 33,0 g 32.0_'- ' 12.7 '
18.6 1.1
0.7 0.0
4,6 - 1.8
'8.1 o g,s

Arts/Crafts ST 130
Free Time ’ S R
Business- Management B 10.5

;Trans1t]on S ‘g_' ' 8.

"Entr1es are the average number of m1nutes for one day, based on .
two. days of observat1on o
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Table 4
: Timé Allocated to Tasks for Jane at Three Points in

the Réferka1-tofP1acemenp Process?

Task - o Timel Time 2 Time 3

Readers - - 25,2 29.8 47.3

Workbooks o 158 . 48,0 58.8

‘Worksheets o o 36.8 - 60,2 33.3

Paper & Pencil . 5.3 361 6.0 g
Listen to Lecture . 263 - 2.5 0.0

Other Media ~ . .. 263  31.5 . = 263
Teacher-Student Discussion ~ . 6.3 . 11.6 . 16.5 .

Fetch & Put Away o n.e 13.3 1.2

Entries are \the averdge number‘of‘minutes-for”dne day, baSed'on two i
days of obsgrvation.- S
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R Tab1e 5
T1me A11ocated to Teaching Structures for Jane at Three :
' Points in the Referra1 to—P1acement Processa
N Structure. - S Timé'l J‘Jimer2‘”;  Time 3 ""5'__
Entire Group S 7.0 1218 1813
Small Group . 6.0 2.5 -~ 4.2
Individual =~ - 0.0 9T ©68.1
Entr1es are the average number of m1nutes for one “day, based~on two L
days of observat1on. . : . _ 7 v
" . .
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° - Table6
T1me A11ocated to Teacher Locations fbr Jane at Three
Points in the Referra1 to- P1acement Process
Teacher Location =~ Timel  Time2  Time 3
In Front 723 3B 30.6
At Desk 105 - 342, - 16.2
Among Students ' C29.9 19 59,4 .
‘Beside Student C 17 M2 386
Back .- a8 - 84 - 82
out A - 1.7 ’.2.8 137
ntries are the average “number of m1nutes for one day, based on two~  °°

days of observat1on o ‘ o v R R

s .
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Points 1n the Referra1 to—P]acement Process

| Time A1located to Teacher Act1v1t1es for Jane at Three

‘Teacher Activity

.-vTiﬁe 2

Time 3

‘Time 1
‘No Response 5371 103.9 91.2
. Teaching 60.3. 193.7 N4
Other Talk 7.4 1.2 2.7
Approval 0.6 0.4 0.3
‘Disapproval 4.6 o 1.4

1.0 -

days of observation.

%Entries are the average number of m1nutes for one day, based on two




Table 8 é
Time Jane Engaged in Various Respdnses.at Three -

Points in the Réferral-to-Placement Process®
Student‘RéSponse. _ j ,'.Time 1 Time2 . Time'3
Academic o 18,6 611 so 2 -

CWriting . 13.2 " 32,5 27.4
" Acad Game : - 05 1,5 - 3.4
Read Aloud 03 39 . 3.2
Read Silently o 1.1 3.9 Y
" Talk Acad s 4.6 . 5.4
~ Ask Acad @ - - 1.4 . 6.4 N
Ans Acad Q . N 0.6  *2.3 .. 0.4
Task Management - . 75.5 114.0 3." 9.6
Passive Response : ~ 53.8  ' 87.5- - 73.6
Raise Hand - | 3.8 1.8 1.5
Look for Mats | ©o8. 6.2 8.4
Move . 3.6 3.8, 3.9
Play Appr o " 6.2 4.7 4, 2_
Inappropriate =~ .  31.9  21.3 2378
Disruption S 0.4 0.0 "0.0
Play Innapr . ‘ 8.4 7.6 3.5
Innapr Task L 3.9 2.8 0.0
Talk Non-Acad 1.2 L2070 .8
Inappr Locale . K 0.8 0.0 - 0.0
Look Around S 17.2 © 8.0 . 18.4
'”'Self-Stﬁmulation S 00 0.2 -7,’ 0.1

qntries are the average number. of m1nutes for Qne day, based on two_
days of observat1on. o

o




Table 9 ’ |
PIAT'Dataﬂth,Jaﬁé

Subtgst~ : : o ;-RawaCdre_‘ S standérq'5core '-'3',.fA;.
Time1 -Time 2 =~ Time1  Time 2. -

~ Mathematics 3 31 . 97 9
Reading Recognition 29 36 98 100
Reading Comp;ehension 22 31 .. 88 .95
Spelling . 28 30 95 91 -
General Information 26 . 18 , 104-.A-.  89 o
Total | 138 146 96 92
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Table 10
Time Allocated to Activities. for Gregat Three
Points in the Referrﬂ-to#lﬂacemeht“ Process?
CActivity - . Tine1  Time 2 - " Time 3
— — . — ' :
. Academic ©160.00 - 197.4 T 1530
~ Reading R L3 100.2 . 99.8
‘Math 82 - 827 33.3
Spelling B - .o 0.0 0.0
‘Handwriting o 238 5.2 7.0
; ‘Language - 0.0 9.8 - 0.0
Scignce . . - 0.0 .00 . 53
| Social Studies 00 - 0.5 7.7
- . Non-Academic =~ 32.6  47.7 '37.8
Arts/Cra fts 168 375 . 280
- Free Time = ' 0.0 - . 0.0 0.0
~ Business Management = 4,2 6.0 3.5
Transition E ) . 116 4.2 . 6;3
’ o Entr1es are the average number of minutes. for one day, based on two
days of observation. :

61




Fetch & Put Away .

14,0 -

‘(
. 55
| Tablé " _
Time Allocated to Tasks for Greg at Three
| -'_Points’in the Referral-to-Placement PrbCessa‘_

" Task Time 1~ Time 2  Time 3
Readers - 203 6.3 33.3
Workbooks - 29.1 16.8 - 25.2

" Worksheets 51.5 49.7 51.8
‘Paper & Pencil 11.6 16.8 o151
_Listen to Lecture . 10.5 0.0 - 4.2
Other Media .52.5 84.7 .42.7
‘Teacher-Student Discussion 3.5 8.8 . . 6.0
| 6.3

13,0

'aEntries are the average number of minutes for one day, based on two
days of observation. ' ' i

&




Table 12

<

| T1me Allocated to Teach1ng Structures for Greg at Three

Points in the Referral-to-Placement .Process®.

. Structure © Timel, _Time2  Time3

Entire Growp . 9.7 136.5 f 893
Small Growp ~  ~ 92.8 °  97.3 . 1015
Indgvidual AR o ”8}8'-'_ . 10 5 ) 0.0 -

»

Entries are the: average number of m1nutes for one day, based on two »
_days of observat1on .
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“ "' Table 13
T1me AHocated to Teacher Locat1ons for Greg at Three
Points in the Referra] to- P]acement Process
Teacher Location h ,_".A‘~1.'1'me'1 Time 2 ~ Time 3
In Front S A E & 4'2_'._0 - 832 . “10.5
At Desk . o8 18 171"
Among Students ~ ~ 99.4 . 123.8° 1135
Beside Student - . 9.8 14.0 77T W4y
_ -Back . . 8.8 . 3.6 28 .
Coout o7 0.6 ‘o.z.
Entmes are the average number of m1nutes for one day, based on two' -
days of observatwn . :
AN
Lo ‘: | N
@ ﬂa e [ ’ ;:.? ) ‘v:

o




Po1nts in the efera] to- P]acement Process

o

Teacher Activity -  Time 1, ' Time2 - Time 3

. No.Response = " © 69.9  103.4 97.9
 Teaching | 79.4 928 551
‘OtherTalk "~ .. 7.9 46 3.4
Approval . | 24 0.9 - .00
fBisappr0va1] ; - o | 0:1;8 e | 07

S

3Entries ate the average numder of-ininutes for one day, based on two
days of observat1on ey S ST . L




. Tab\e 15
e T1me Greg Engaged in Var1ous Responses at Three":

Points in the Referral to_P]acement Process_

’T—.

,.ﬁtudent'Respohse-’

Academic

[ Writing
Acad Game
‘Read Aloud -
Read Silently
Talk Acad
Ask Acad Q
Ans Acad Q

Task Management

. Passive Response | 3 :
“Raise Hand" L ' S 1
Look for Mats L . - 6.8
Mave B | 4. 4
Play Appr - ' A4 0 A24.7

"Inappropriate. ' : . - 23.§

Disruption . N . | 0.1
Play Inappr - | ' 3. 1.9
- Inappr Task = ' }' 5 0.1
" Talk Non-Acad RN . 2.8
Inappr Locale . 1.6
Look Around P 1% RN b X
'Self-St1mu1at1on '“ R 1@;"" 0.0

aEntr1es are the average number of m1nutes for one day, based ‘on two
days of Observat1on.\. K \ X
| !
4
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. . Tablel6
Time A]located to Act1v1t1es for Jim at Three Po1nts 1n '

“the Referral to-Placement Process

L Activity . Time1  Time2 - Time 3 -
R . — — .
© Academic < " . 1142 171.0 . 1415
‘Math V 235 385  39.6 -
Spelling .. 252 . - 8.8 . - 20.3
Handwriting - . 0.0 -~ 0.0 = 0.0
Language . 42 213 0 2.8
Science © . . 0.0 123 - 0.0
Social Stud1es . .. 0.0 9.3 7.7
Non-Academrc o _z . : 48.0 - . 28.8_.' : 22.5
Arts/Crafts . - - 140 . 0.0 0.0
Free Time . 6.0 0.0 . 6.0
Business Management . . . 21.7 15,8 - 7.0
/Transitidnv 63 130 9.5

qntries are the average number of minutes for one day, based on
two days of observat1on : . \




. '.’" .

N . Tab1e17 . L » T;".1  e
T1me Al]ocated to Tasks for Jim at Three P01nts in |

the Referral to- Placement Process

Task .. © Timel  Time2 - Time 3

12.3 [N
a5 .
245 ;
2.0
8.2 ..
" 361
8.8

Readers - S - B
,Nbrkbooks  S 25,
Worksheets - Y < B
Paper & Pencil 16

42,
20.
.43,
. : Listen to Lecture =~ = 3.
R  Other Media- 2L

--"Téaéher-Student - ; 17.
Discussion - - <L

Fetch & Put Away B Mme6 - 130 - 9.5

-53.
15.

1 O 1 O - Oy
: 0o
. e e

0o o 00 0 =~ .w O .

aEntries'are the average number of.minutés for'dne day, based on
two days of observation. ' ' o . S

‘e




- Tablels

Time ATlocated to Teaching Structures for Jim at Three Points fn .

the'Referrél-to-Placement Processa

2

n - ) v -
-Structure - : Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Entire Group 123.2  156.8 106.8
Small Group - 385 . 33.9 27.3.
Individual . ‘ . 0.0 . 8.8 - 2941

Entries are the average number of minutes for one day, based on_
" two days of observat1on.» R




‘Table 19

the Referral-to-Placement Process

~ Time Allocated to Teacher Locations for Jim at Three Points in

63

» Teacher Location . Time 1 Time 2  Time 3 -
In Front 56.9 34.5 18.2
At Desk ) 33,9 21.4  35.6
" Among Students 29.9 . 86.3 - 66.9
Beside Student 2.2 _ 9.6
Back- 8.4 1.4 2.6
Out. 2.9 | 1.8

twd days of observation.

.

70

aEn‘tries are the average number of minutes for one .day, based on




64

Table 20 \
Time Al]ocated to Teacher Activities for Jim at Three Points in Ce
' | L : a ' ’
the Referral-to-Placement Process
Teacher Activity » - Time 1 . Time 2 Time 3 ‘ e
No Response 58.8 100.7. , 87,8 .
Teaching . . . 49.1 - 6006 . 37.9 : ’
Other Talk . - 21.6 4.3 1.2
- Approval - 0.3 05 0.9
o -Disapproval _ ' . - 4.4 - 0.9 . 1.5

aEntriés are the average number of minutes for one déy, based on
two days of observation. » o :

@




| Tab]e 21
T1me Jim Engaged in Var1ous Responses at Three Po1nts 1n ,

the Referral-to-Placement Process

- ’ ° :
.

Student Résponse " A Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
- Academic . 36 37.4 35.0
Writing - 26.9 225 15:4
~Acad Gamej : ’ 1.5 3.1 - 0.9
- -Read Aloud - 0.8 2.0 0.8 -
_ Read Silently -~ . o 1.5 5.9 7.9 -
Talk Acad - 1.6 2.1 . 2.8 °
Ask Acad Q e 2.1 1.1 2.2
Ans ‘Acad. Q 0.2 0.7 0.5
Task Management = 68.8 199.1 70.3 .
’ Passive Response | ' ~ 51.2 78.2 ’ 50.3
Raise Hand 43 2.0 3.2
‘Look for Mats - .7 3.9 3.4 S 4.2,
> Move - 4.9 6.1 5.3
Play Appr . - 4.5 9.4 7.3
Inappropriate ' ’ 30.9 30.6 34.7
Disruption S 0.0 04 'd 0.9
Play Inappr o 3.7 - 39 13.8
Inappr Task : 2.7 : 1.9 3.2
Talk Non-Acad . o .85 40 2.1
Inappr Locale 6.5 - 3.4 4.7
‘Look Around , , 8.7 - 17,2 .97
Self-Stimulation 0.8 0.1 0.3

qntries are the average number of minutes for one day, based on
two days of observation. .




Table 22
PIAT Data for Jim

- Total . ! 134

90

'Subteft : - . | TimeR?w SF°¥$me 2 T§;2n$§rd ?%?52 2
Mathematics 27 a4 89 103
Reading Recognition . 23 29 .80 92
Reading Comprehension . . 26 30 90 94
Spelling- . .25 28 85 87
General Information - 33 35 106 104

' 163 95




‘Table 23

_Time Allocated to Activities for Bob at Three Points in -

-

‘-' the Reférral-to-PTacemént Process

a

67

e

Transition

Activity .. Time 1 Time2  Time 3
Academic 178.3 121.6 129.0
 Reading u 113.1 26,5 8.6
Math | 10.5 25.2 - .. .29.8
Spelling - 13.3 0.0 0.0
Handwriting. 15.8 - 18.6 8.1
‘Language | 0.0 - 18.2 0.0
Science 8.1 - 18.6. 9.5
Social Studies 17.5 16.5 - 0.0
Non-Academic. 4.6 ,57.8  18.2
Arts/Crafts 0.0 4.2 0.0.
Free Time - 0.0 221 0.0
Business Management 1.1 14.0 7.7
3.5 7.5 10.5

qEntries are the average number
two days of observation.

of minutes_for one day, based on




68 s
. Table 24 |
~ Time Allocated to Tasks for Bob at Three Points in -
. . - ) ) o :
the Referral-to-Placement Process®
Task . Timel - Time2  Time 3
Readers 22.1 7.1 &2
Workbooks 63 0.0 ~ 9.8 -
- Worksheets . _ . 54.3 32,6 47.3 o
‘Paper. & Pencil - 6.0 165 22.2
Listen to-Lecture . .F0 . -840 - - 53
Other Media - 43.1 - 64.8° - 52.5
~ Teacher-Student 21.0 235 . 6.0
Discussion - : S ,
Fetch & Put Away . - ..’5 - 18.6 13.0
3Entries are the average number of minutes for one day, based on. .,YS\\f
two days of observation. , , 7 o :

’ : ’ . . . ' <L e BN K
7 - . . » R .




Tab]e 25

T1me A11ocated to Teach1ng Structures for Bob at Three Po1nts in ;'

the Referra1-to-P]acement Process

Structure . _ Time 1 Time 2 . Time 3
Entire Group / | 82.9 138.9  70.7
Small Group : 98.7 29.1 ~ 35.0.
Individual I 11.6 - 43.1

ntries are the average number of minutes. for one day, based on
two days of observation. _




| Table26 -
Time AlTocated to 'Teacher Locations for-Bob at Three Points in

 the Referral-to—Plagement Procéssa

Teacher Location _ . o Time 1 ﬁ"vTime 2 Time 3
“In Front | | 39.4 . 26.6- - 8.4
At Desk 9.0 . 6.8  30.9
Among Students | 99.3 - 105.8 57.8
Beside Student 3.8 5.4 9.4
Back B WY -Af 1.1 0
“\\ ot 07 06 156

qntries are ‘the average number of m1nutes for one day, based on-,
two days of observat1on .

L

77
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Table27.

n

Time Allocated to Teacher Activities for Bob at Three Points in

the Referral-to-Placement Process

a -

‘Timeyé

Teacher ActiVity Timé 1 '::Time‘é._
No Responsé 78.1 196.6 - 85.4
Teaching 71,6 37.3 31.4
Other Talk 3.0 10.1 4.3
Approval 0.4 1.3 0.3
Disapproval 0.9 1.9 0.9

Y

Entries are the average number of. m1nutes for one day, based on

‘two days of observat1on

" 78
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Tab1e 28

T1me Bob. Eng ged in Var1ous Responses at Three Po1nts in

‘the Referra] to-Placement Process

-/

Studenf Respons#;" N Time 1

W
-
~J

~ Academic
~ Writing

. Acad Game
Read Aloud
Read Silently .
Talk Acad

— NN O - =R
H WO N DO Y W U

Ask Acad
Ans Acad/Q _
. Task Majagement . o4,

Passiv }Reéponse - 58.0

‘Raise/Hand = ' - 3.3
Look /for Mats B 19
Move/ . . . 6.9
Play Appr - . 14.3
I pgropriaté _ 24.6
isruption:rr | 0.3
lay Inappr 4.9
Inappr Task 2.0
Talk Non-Acad 3.9
Inappr Locale. _ 2.1
Look Around . 1.3
Self-Stimulation 0.1

two days of observation.

79
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- APPENDIX A

~~ Definitions and Exémples of VCISSAR' Events

4




Instructional Activity

(Subject area of lcariin; expericnée~béin; provided to tafgct student by
teacher, aide, or peer tutor or by target student to tuteq.)

Note: Anytime the activity changes,”mo%e to’a new coding block. |

Activity/Code

Definition

Examplés

\
. ’ . ‘
Special Notes N . A"

Reading (R)

Math (M)

Spelling (S)

Handuriting (H)

Reading instructions or activity;
oral and silent readirig from

" books, discussion of words, sounds,

vowels, consonants, phonics

Math instructions or activity;
nuobers, geometry, time, weights,
metrics, measurement, stoxy
problems

Spelling instruction or activity;
copying spelling work, spelling
test

Handwriting instruction or activity;
focus on mechanics of writing let-
ters or words (print, cursive, etc.);
how to hold pencil, how to move arm,
discussion of size of letters, lines

on paper

~ reading library book

talking about ch sound
sitting at reading table
drav picture about story

working time worksheet

_ measuring each other's

. height
writing math problem on
board B
finds examples of "less
than" '
find number of days in
2 years

taking spelling test
playing spelling bee game
looking ‘up correct spell-
ing of missed word

- ‘practice penmanship _
matches capital and lower

case letters

" @ how to use dictionary,

,p‘lc.rnin: ABC's (but, not

® draw picture of what read;

" Include:

Include:

encyclopedia,...(refer~
ence books)

when learning how to write)

‘act out story’

e use of dictionary to find
spelling of word °

1=V
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. _ o Instructional Activity - cont.

Definition

Science (Sc)

Social Studies
(Ss)

Arts/Crafts (Ac)

other languages

Science instruction or activity;
science-related topics (chemistry,
electricity, space travel, elec-
tronics, nature, insects, weather,
mamals, body, exercise, personal '

hxgiene)

Social studies instruction or

-activity; cultures, ways of life,

jobs, roles; maps; music topics
(instruments, singing, scales, notes)

Art-related instruction or aetivity;"

coloring, drawing, cutting, pasting

you" in 5 languages

-discuss weather

perform experimentation
on electricity :

school nurse talks about
hygiene

reads Weekly Reader arti-
“cle about insects

talk about sex bilases

sing Thanksgiving songs

label map of U.S. '

listen to lecture on- Civil
War '

make poster of primary
colors

draw plcture of sélf

watch slides of sculptures

Activity _Examples - Special Notes

- Language (L) Language instruction or activity; writing book report on Include: - - -

. -focus on speech, vocabulary, and scory,in reader ' " » book reports (writing or
language meaning (words, physical poxnts to "on top," - reading)
relationships, ete.); creative "under," etc. e looking up definition in:
writing; listening exercises; learns how to say "thank dictionary

) public speaking exercises -

Include: .
e watching or doing expetiment
e exercises in classroom o

‘e sex education (physical

aspects-not relationships) -
e speakers on drugs/alcahol
e science article in Weekly .~ _ =~
Reader

Include: .

e sex education ~ relationships :

in general:
e unit on friendships
e special education topics -
relations with handicapped
e customs; holidays
e history

Include: '
e viewing art (own or others)

. o decorating (bulletin board

classroom) ,
Within Ac time, putting away or
getting new materisls is still
Acj only change to Tn at begin-
ning or end of Ac time.

v
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Ingtyuctional Activity - cont. - . '.

Activity

befini:ion

. Examples

Special Notes -

Free Time (Ft)

Class Business/
Management (Bm)

Transition (Tn)

<Can't Tell (cf)

Period during which student may

chodse activity - can be academic;

study time

Activity focused on scheduling,
discipline, rules; usually occurs
regularly at start of day; show
and tell '

Time between two other.activities;
‘teacher signals end of one (put

" ‘away) and tice to prepare for new

activity. Ends when teacher
starts instruction in new activity

Activities that do not seem to fit
in other categories. See coordina-
tor to discuss -~ must change to
another code.

works.math wnen told to do-

anything wants to do
after student finishes.

assignment, is in

library area reading

picks up lunch tickets

class talks about fight
on playground during

~ recess

say "here" during atten—
dance .check .

class breaks into groups

line up to go to recess

put away readers and get
out math books

- dos

'Include'

" Include:

® extra—credit wark—

_'If everyone has free time,
‘but target student is told
"what he/she must do, do mot

code Ft. Code the lubject
area which he is required to

-~

o Pledge of Allegiance,
morning .songs
® sex,’ relationships, drugl,
etc. when related to 8

specific problem in sehool '

X taking attendence

For arts/crafts, Tn is coded
only before and after entire
activity :

Make note of activity on
separate sheet so will
repember events to discuss

_'with: coordinator




0
€

(Ha:eri 1s used by :arget ltudent for ins:ruc:ional activity)

Academic Task

l . Note:

hy/time the task changes, move to a new codtng block

Il

U

1

Eiampleé

Workbooks (Wb)

Worksheets (Ws)

Paper aﬁd Pencil
(Pp) ’

Lieten to Teacher

Lect (L)
ecture “’

|
/

f_/A

Paperbackymhterial in which student

could write (even 1f student is .
require by teacher to write on
separat#-paper or in notebook)

/

/

Separate %repared teacher sheets

(usuglly dited or photocopy) on
whic

Tasks where student writes on

paper using pencil, pen, crayon,
gtc.; includes writing in note- .
-book

Teacher talking or writing on .
board, and student expected to
look and listen

‘students write; blackboard

iging by student

spelling workbook
language workbook
handwriting workbook

on blackboard
dittoed crossword puzzle

“plece of notebook paper -
for spelling test

watches teacher demon-
strate exercises

listens to teacher talk

"~ about telling time

takes notes as teacher
presents ideas for field
field trip

Task/Code  pefinition Specialnﬁotee.,
Readers (Rr)" Printed book, /bound material library book . = ‘Include: o
' - ' math textbook : . ® magazines, Heekly Reader’
g . comic book e reference books (diction-

_;ry,.éncyclppedia)'_.'

student . practices letters Q»ZInclude.
& 1 page torn from workbopk

. ‘writing Weekly Reader

exercise _ y
e teacher made or printed tests

If students ére'taking notes
“'during teacher lecture to-
: _remember point:, code L1

Code L1 even if student is
-taking notes"

o
.q;b: .




Academic Task - cont.

Iash/Code

Definition

Examples

V  Special Notes

Other Media (Om

‘Teacher-student .

Discussion (Tsd)

Fetch/Put away
(Fp) -

Special materials; film, tape
recorder, game, arts and crafts
materials, clocks, telephone,

plaz/dr :

'Student‘talking with‘teacher}'
ask-answer question

All other tasks take precedence

Students changing materials-
putting dway and -getting,
cleaning up :

©

" watches movie .
listens to tape recorder

‘works on .calculator . .
acts out story part

student answers teacher
- question

students in class talk
with- teacher about
_friends ™ :

student tutors another

"~ on ABC's .

student reads book

- report to class’

~1ine up for lunch

picks up materials to

throw away before com- ~

pleting art project
student hands out
viorksheets

'Include;

K calculator .’
‘. animals

Include'.'

- @ peer tutoring unless using

other materials

" @ student verbal presenta-

~ “tions (including reading
book report)

A1l other tasks take pre-

cedence over Tsd.

-Take cue from teacher for

change from L1 to Tsd.

When student has absolutely no
materials, and is not supposed
to have any materials (such as
vhen has free time), code Fp.

o




Structure

(How-studeht is grouped for instructional activity)

Note:

a

Any time the structure changes, move to a new coding block ‘

Structure/Code

‘Definition @

‘'Examples

Special Notes

Entire Group (Eg)

Small Group (Sg)

Individual (I)

Student receiving instruction
"with all other students in :
~ classroom: .

Student is in part of class ,v
“that has been separated from -
" rest

Student is algne (in corral,

at table) or working one-to-

one with teacher or aide

class lecture :
class freetime

reading group
discussion group
students in pairs

- student. working on_science

At

.experiment alone while
other .read from text
aide tutors: student

ay

* For Eg, .teaching (or free

-« if class has 5 stidents

Include: .

time is for everyone)
Number is not the criterion :

and instruction® is directed
to all of them, code‘Eg_

e two students working
together away from res: 0.
of class

Does not occur during free:
time e; except when free
time vas created especially
for student ‘




Teacher Position

(Place of teacher in relation to all stu&entl)

1

. At Desk/AD

Among Students/AS

side/s

Back/B

Qut of Rooh/O

. Teacher Position/ Definition , Examples . ' _ Special Notes
Code . c . '
" In Front/IF {n front of majority of - - standing at blackboard ‘
students ~ at front bulletin board

ltanding or seated at teacher's « looking in desk for note-

-desk . book .
- v - at desk collecting lunch
money
standing or seated among - walking around class
students _ ' checking student work
: ;- seated_with reading group
) ' .t N . . ‘. %"“ -‘b
standing to the side of = student leaning over - working individually
students and not AS : child's desk = - ) with a student
' , - talking to student at '
his desk
standing or sitting in back - working at isolated desk
of classroom away from in back of room )
majority of students . =putting up art pictures on
: back bulletin board

out of the room - - in _hall talking to parent ®

='dn teacher's lounge

38




- Teacher.Activity

(Coded in relation to target student or group in which he is a member)

Teacher Behavior/
Code

Definition

Examples

" Special Notes

"~ No Response/NR

Teaching/T

Other Talk/OT

‘Apprbvai[A

Disapproval/D -

makes no observable response

o

instruction or giving a
lesson. to students

. child muéc_have opportunity

to learn

- talking about class business,
rules, schedules, future
activities _

- all teacher talk that is not
approval, disapproval, or
teaching

expresses pralse for student
work or conduct

o

-expresses dislike orvdisgust
with student work, appear-
ance or conduct

at desk grading papers
out of room

explaining at blackboard
asking question

talking about academics,'

e.g. glving directions

talking about recess

talking about mother's
hospital stay

collecting lunch money .

°

teacher hugs student
teacher smiles °
"Your map-looks great"

frouns at student
that is the wrong answer
"You're not trying"

' '~ working individually

with another student

~ key is active involve-
went by teacher -

= includes verbal com= -
ments, gestures,
. physical behaviors

- includes verbal com-
- ments, gestures, '
and physical behaviors)




sﬁudent Response -

- (Academic response, task management, or inappropriate behavior 6f target student)

Student Responsé/
Code

S

» Definition:

Examples

Special Notes

Academic Responses

Writing/W

Academic Game/G

Read Aloud/RA

student responses made to
academic task.

studentéloﬁsérved marking
academic materials uith pen,
pencil, crayon

engaged with an academic
,media task played individu—
ally or with peer

when student looking at
reading material and
saying aloud what is
written in print

orasing

marks answers on ditto
sheet with crayon

completes math problems .
from workbook '

includes flashcards, word

- games, coloring, abacus
- student reSponses are

verbal, manipulatory or

" social in nature
4 students are playing a
spelling game

student reads a paragraph
to rest of reading
group
-reads a sentence aloud to
"sound out" unfamiliar
words

- used for t.ltl

. = does not include drawing -

pictures, scribbling .

- includes calculator. _
--flashcards when with a -

classmate or as a
practice tool

L

- used vhen teacher checks

student's knovledge of
flashcard




Student Response continued

Student Response/
Code
"

’ Definition

Examples

Special Notes

eading Silent/RS

Talk About Academics/
TA

Answer‘Academic
Question/ANQ

Ask Academic Question/

‘looking at reéding material

for at least 2 seconds, and/or

_eye movements indicate scanning

materials on desk (3' radius)
or held in student's hands.

Readers must be open to a page.
. N

talk back and forth about
academic materials or
assignment

student either verbally
or gesturally responds.

_ to teacher's academic

. question

verbally ask thélteacher a
question related to
academics

student is readihg direc~

"tions in language workbook

student is scanning work-
book for familiar words
student reads to self a
set of numbers from math
book

&

student tells classmate
answer to math question

student ‘talks during show
and tell .

student recités a poem

- he's memorized

student says "I don't
know" to teacher's
question

student spells a vord for'
teacher

"Is 3 + 4 = to 77"

102

" = reading words or

numbers
- not rapid flipping
- only code when reading
materials include
several pages (not
(~ worksheet)

-~ child may be talking to

himself or a peer.
- coded only when target |
student talking, not
vhen listening -
~ when reciting a poem or |
) “ story from memory
-~ student doing all work
in limelight

~ answer may be correct
or incorrect

~ ansver should be almos:
itmediate

~ must be an academic
question: When is
it time for lunch?
is not ASK




Student Response continued

Student Response/
Code

Defihition

‘Examples

_Special Notes

Task Management

Passive Response

1

Raising Hand/RH’

student behaviors which
enable student to engage
in academic task -— not. -
direct responses to
academic tasks

studeént is looking at teacher®

for instructions; at black-
board for direction; or at
another student asking or .-

.answering a question —

Key: looking at teacher
or peer

student's hand raised; may
be accompanied by looking
for teacher and if student
raises hand in a request
to answer teacher question -

student looks at teécher

-while she lectures

-= student pages through

math book to final
assignmeént

‘teacher asks student to
pass out ditto sheets. -

" to class

.teacher asks question and .

-student raises hand to
respond’

student needs help with
math so raises hand
to alert teacher

_¢oded for listener when

two students are talk-
ing about academics.
rapid flipping of pages
two students. are playing
a game; target student
observing

‘reading (ect.) takes '

precedence

RH plus yelling equals
DI (disruption) - ~




1uo

Student Response csntinuéd

L=y

Student Response/
_Code .

Definition

P e

< e

Special Notes

= L e -
By wowE B LimeE

-

‘Look for Materials/
IM

- Moves to New Acaderic
S;ation/M -

A

Play Approptiate/PA

. ' 4

. Inappropriate behavior

Disruption/DI

-

student observed looking for
or putting away materials;
includes use of materials
away from desk (e.g. an-
swer sheets, reference books)

»s_r.udent moves to new area as

station for mext activity-
activity is in tranmsition

engaged in blay‘behaviors’

approved by teacher

_may involve toys from home;'

may be strictly social’

-

Behaviors ﬁhich are aggressive
or produce loud noises; in-
cludes loud talk"

' student looks for paper. "

student goes to teacher's

“‘desk for correction -
sheet -

student returns dictionary
to shelf ’

and pencil

student moves to :learning

" center during free time

students lining up for
-recess

‘students playlmﬁsical_

_-chairs during party,
students play Monnpoly
during free time

trips another student
shakes fist at.other
. student

“yells

‘poke another sthident

- may include use of ,
reference materials '
away from desk; look -

-yp word in dictiomary .-
sharpening pencil =
stapling

- includes lining up and .
“moving when in com- .
pliance with tgacher
request '

"~ code G 1if play becomes

an academic game | _
~ code vhen student puts

head on desk when '
.~ told to or when has

free time

- drawing, coloring

drinking wacer. washing

hands -

- DI takes precedence over

inappropriate locale

JART VS RV SRS

lUG




Student’

Response

continued’

“Stuaent Response/
Code

Definition

Examples

- Special Notes .

Play Inappropriate/.
' BRI

Inappropriate Task/
IT -

‘Talk Non-Academic/
' TNA :

Inappropriate ‘Locale/
IL

Look Around/LA

Self Stimulation/
SST

play not approved by teacher

engaged in task without teacher
approval; not related to task

assigned

-talks aloud to peer about

non-academic materials not
related to assignment

child out of seat and away
from instruction site
looses contact with seat

student looking away from
_academic task

active behaviors of child like

rapid rocking or shaking;

maintained for 2 to 3 seconds

play involvxng squirt

. guns, toys hidden in desk

shoots rubber bands; paper
airplanes ) .

‘student colors to avoid

math assignment
reads story during
Social Studies

students talk about after
school plans

"What time is 1uhch?"

student goes to bathroom
without permission

student becomes angry
and leaves school

student stands on desk

child looks out window

looks at floor then ceiling

student rocks back & forth
rapidly moves his pencil
back and forth

107

'~ can be directed to teach-

- includes passing notes

- includes scribbling or °
- drawing at wrong times-
~ code when student puts
head on desk when is
not supposed to

->§Qoidance of assigned
task"is key’

er or student

-~ code AT if student
looking at classmate
and answeringlqﬁestion

- single major feature of -
child's behavior

-~ academic responses take
‘precedence over SST.
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APPENDIX C

~ Guidelines for Anecdotal

_ Recofdings'




dhserver Number

Observation Pages B g

" Guidelines for Anecdotal Recordings

]

School # _ . . Class # ___ Student #

Classroom Procedures (Note general class arrangement, schedule, and
atmosphere. Anything unusual?) : _

Target Student (Comment briefly on each of the following areas for the
'~ target student observed.) ' .

Location (where does the child sit in relation to where teacher ‘
does’ most teaching?) :

Physical appearance (is child's appearance similar to.peer groupZ)'

Teacher—student relationship (are interactions between teacher and .
student similar to those of teacher with other students?)

4

Peer relationshigs (are interactions between target student and -
other students similer to those among most students in class?) .

: Attention to task (how-ddesAtarget student compare to other students?)v

/Q

Other (1s there. anything about the target student that seems different |
fram other students in the class?) ' . .

Validity of Observation (Is there any reason why you would believe that
the observation 1s not a. valid reflection of tvpical classroom activities,
intersctions, etc?) ~:~ ; - . . (" R T

11 1 .
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